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ABSTRACT
The study determined the perceptions that the members of the 1997 Louisiana 
Legislature held o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) and identified 
factors that affected the perceptions. The factors included in the study were: 
familiarity with LCES programs, perception o f effectiveness, sources o f  LCES 
information, and participation in LCES programs. The study also determined the 
association o f selected characteristics with Legislators' perceptions.
Of the 144 legislators contacted, 109 surveys (76%) were returned. Descriptive 
statistics were used to describe the personal characteristics of the legislators and 
correlation coefficients were calculated. Stepwise multiple regression at the .05 level 
was used to develop a model which explained the legislators' perception o f LCES. 
Findings indicated that legislators were familiar with LCES, with the 4-H program 
receiving the highest familiarity. The agriculture and 4-H programs were perceived as 
very effective by the legislators. The legislators indicated that printed information, 
personal contacts, newsletters and newspaper articles provided moderate exposure to 
LCES. A majority of the legislators had attended at least one 4-H youth development 
activity.
Rural legislators were more familiar with LCES, were more likely to be 
exposed to LCES information sources, perceived LCES as effective, and participated 
more in LCES activities than urban legislators. Little correlation existed between age 
o f legislators, their years of service in the legislature and familiarity, participation,
xi
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perception and participation. In the regression model, party affiliation of the legislator 
was the best predictor o f familiarity and explained 18% of the variance. Age was the 
best predictor of legislators' participation in LCES programs; considered alone, this 
variable explained 6% o f the variance. Agriculture Committee membership was the 
best predictor of perception of the effectiveness of LCES programs and explained 12% 
of the variance. Agriculture Committee membership also was the best predictor of 
legislators' exposure to LCES information sources, explaining 12% of the variance.
Recommendations were that programs be designed for strengthening the 
image of the LCES. An effort must be made to help both rural and urban legislators 
understand the mission and programs of LCES, with special emphasis on urban 
populations.
xii
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
The Cooperative Extension Service (CES) is a publicly funded, lifelong learning 
system that links the education and research resources and activities o f 74 land-grant 
universities, 3,150 counties, and the United States Department of Agriculture (USD A). 
This unique system is authorized by the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 and companion 
legislation in each state and territory. The land-grant universities were established by 
the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 (Cooperative State Research, Education and 
Extension Service, 1996).
The Smith-Lever Act passed by Congress in 1914 and subsequent related 
legislation made the CES a part of the land-grant college system with responsibility for 
extending the resources of the university to people in each state. Under this Act the 
local people in all counties o f a state, the land-grant institutions, and the United States 
Department of Agriculture cooperate in planning, financing, and carrying out a 
program of Extension education. The basic legislation established the CES and 
specified that the role of the Extension Service was to disseminate to the people 
practical information on agriculture, home economics, and related subjects and 
encourage the application o f the information (Louisiana State University Agricultural 
Center, 1992).
The Congressional authorization that established CES does not restrict 
programs to particular groups of people or geographic locations. As the United States
1
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has grown, and metropolitan areas have become home for the majority of the 
population, Cooperative Extension has "followed the people" by developing programs 
that address the specific educational needs of urban residents. Programs in youth 
development (4-H), human nutrition (e.g., the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education 
Program, or EFNEP), and urban gardening have a proven track record in urban areas 
(Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service, 1996).
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is the educational branch o f the 
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center. The Louisiana State University 
Agricultural Center is one of eight campuses of the Louisiana State University System 
and is headquartered in Baton Rouge. The Louisiana State University Agricultural 
Center came into being in 1972 when agricultural research and extension were assigned 
to a separate campus then known as the Center for Agricultural Sciences and Rural 
Development. In 1982, the present name, LSU Agricultural Center, was adopted ("Ag 
Center Celebrates 25 years of Service," 1997). The LSU Agricultural Center also 
Houses the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station, the Agricultural Center's 
research branch; and International Programs, which conducts agricultural projects in 
other nations and fosters the exchange of scientific information ("Ag Center Celebrates 
25 Years of Service," 1997).
The CES is charged with providing information and educational opportunities 
to all residents in the communities in which they live (Cooperative State Research, 
Education and Extension Service, 1996).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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The CES has been highly successful in supporting agriculture and natural 
resource management and in enhancing the lives o f youth and families in rural areas. 
Because o f this strong rural emphasis, urban CES educators face the challenge of 
convincing skeptical audiences that the Cooperative Extension Service has an 
important role in urban areas. In an era of constrained resources, support for 
Cooperative Extension Service programs has been reduced; therefore, it is critical for 
it to articulate its mission to the general public, the media and legislators from urban as 
well as rural areas (Cooperative State Research, Education and Extension Service, 
1996).
John Paluszek, CEO of Ketcham Public Affairs in New York, was retained by 
the Cooperative Extension Service and Cooperative State Research Service to study 
the Extension Service/Experiment Stations. In his report, Paluszek states, "the CES is 
swimming against some very strong currents. Federal funds are being redirected and 
state and local funds are under unprecedented pressure." According to Paluszek, the 
CES has done well on performance but needs to significantly communicate an 
awareness o f  the programs, how those programs can be assessed by customers and the 
benefits those programs provide to individuals and to communities (Institute of Food 
and Agricultural Sciences, 1995).
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) is part of the 
Cooperative Extension Service system. It is a public educational organization with 
professional staff in all 64 parishes in Louisiana. Continuous evaluation of the LCES
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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and the public’s expression of needs relative to its service has long been part of the 
organization’s function (Louisiana State University Agricultural Center, 1996).
Since the Cooperative Extension Service was created in the United States and 
Louisiana, it has progressed from demonstrations of certain methods of crop and 
livestock production to a highly complex program in community resource development, 
leadership, marketing, family resource management, health, fisheries management and 
many other subject areas.
In December 1995, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service adopted a 
statewide marketing program for its public service in agriculture, home economics, 
community resource development and youth development. A key element of the 
program is ongoing assessment of the agency’s image by the general public, the media, 
and the Louisiana Legislature (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1995).
The Louisiana Legislature is the state’s law-making body which establishes 
public policy by approving or rejecting bills and resolutions. Legislators serve people 
in the area from which they are elected and establish statewide policies which affect the 
operations of state and local governments, as well as the actions of individuals, 
business, and labor. The legislature also oversees actions of the executive branch to 
assure laws and legislative intent are implemented (Public Affairs Research Council of 
Louisiana, Inc., 1996).
The Louisiana Legislature consists of two Houses: the Senate and the House. 
Membership, as established by the state constitution, consists of 39 members in the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Senate and 105 members in the House for a total membership of 144. Each member 
represents a district and is elected for a term of four years (Public Affairs Research 
Council of Louisiana, Inc., 1996).
The constitution provides that the legislature is a continuous body during the 
term for which members are elected. However, bills and resolutions can be passed only 
when the legislature is in formal session (regular or special). Proposals not passed 
during the session at which they are introduced do not carry over to a subsequent 
session. In odd numbered years, the Constitution prohibits the legislature from 
considering proposals to levy a new tax or increase an existing tax during the regular 
session. Special sessions can be called by the governor or the legislature to address 
issues specifically listed in the call, but may not exceed 30 days (Public Affairs 
Research Council of Louisiana, Inc., 1996).
The House has 16 standing committees; the Senate has 17. Members of the 
House and Senate are appointed to committees by the presiding officer of their 
chamber. Legislators may serve on no more than three standing committees. Bills 
dealing with issues on higher education and extension education may be referred to 
Senate Finance, Revenue and Fiscal Affairs, or Education Committees; or House 
Appropriations or Education Committees (Public Affairs Research Council of 
Louisiana, Inc., 1996).
Extension programs are financed cooperatively from federal, state, and county 
sources. The current national distribution pattern reflects federal support of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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approximately 40%, state support of about 40%, county support o f 18% and 2% is 
derived from non-tax sources (Cooperative State Research, Education and Extension 
Service, 1996). Federal appropriations in Louisiana accounted for 30% of the overall 
1996 budget, while 69% was from state appropriations, 0.4% from parish 
appropriations, and 0.6% from nontax sources (Louisiana State Legislature, 1996).
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is an integral part of the higher 
education system of land-grant colleges and universities. Like colleges and universities, 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service depends upon its legislature for funding. 
Over the years the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service has met head-on the 
challenge o f working with people to identify problems and opportunities, adapt to 
societal change, and serve the needs of its clientele. The Land-Grant College System is 
more viable and dynamic in its research, instruction, and extension today than it has 
ever been. This must continue if it is to maintain efficient and effective educational 
programs for the people of Louisiana.
In performing this mission, Extension utilizes local leadership which is 
representative o f commodity and interest groups, agencies, organizations, local 
governing bodies, and state governing bodies in planning and implementing its 
educational programs. In order to maintain a cooperative relationship with these 
various groups, it is important to know and understand their perception of the 
Cooperative Extension Service. This is particularly important with state legislators 
since they provide a large percentage of the funds to support Extension’s programs.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
The continued success o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is dependent 
upon the image it creates in the minds of the public and the governing bodies on which 
it relies for financial support.
Members of the Louisiana Legislature were selected for study because current 
and future programs of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service are directly 
affected by the legislators’ perception of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. 
Laws enacted by the Legislature control the destiny, prosperity, and general well-being 
of individuals as well as organizations such as the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service. Since members o f the Louisiana Legislature are formal legitimizes for the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service and are usually perceived as key influentials 
within their respective districts, it is important to the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service and its clientele that the legislators have an understanding of Extension 
programs and activities. The demands for support by public agencies continue to 
proliferate. Legislators are continuously pressured for funds to support new programs 
or to modify and expand existing ones; therefore, the importance of a favorable image 
of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service by legislators becomes increasingly 
critical.
During the 1960s there was an increasing shift in the Louisiana population from 
a traditionally rural population to a growing urban population which has resulted in a 
change from a rural-oriented legislature to a more urban-oriented legislature. In view 
of this increased urbanization, decisions may be made about the future o f the Louisiana
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Cooperative Extension Service by Louisiana legislators who may not be as 
knowledgeable about LCES programs as has been experienced in the past..
Statement of the Problem
Since its beginning, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service has been 
oriented to the agricultural sector of the state. Since its clientele has been largely 
concentrated on farms and in rural areas, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
is concerned about the support that a more urban legislature will give its requests for 
appropriations as it restructures its programs to meet the needs o f citizens from both 
urban and rural areas o f the state.
What is the perception o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service held by 
the Louisiana Legislators? Is the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service seen as a 
folksy agency that distributes recipes and agricultural bulletins to rural residents? Does 
the perception reflect the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service’s current mission . . 
. . .  to help the people o f Louisiana improve their lives through an education process 
(Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1995). Do legislators know about the 
current programs that are offered by the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service?
There is no current information on the image of the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service as perceived by members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature, or on 
the factors that affect their perceived image of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service. This information would be useful in evaluating the marketing efforts currently
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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underway within the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service and in developing a 
modified marketing program for it.
It is important for the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service to communicate 
with legislators, and if direct communication is of questionable value, then other 
channels of communication must be identified. There has been little research to 
determine whether Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service personnel have an 
accurate appreciation of which information sources legislators believe to be the most 
credible and persuasive. By determining the sources of information believed by 
legislators to be most influential in forming their general perceptions and attitudes, 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service personnel may be more successful in 
educating Legislators about the true value of their programs.
In the words of Eulaw, 1963:
The study o f attitudes and perceptions is more immediately useful in 
discovering how political behavior affects large-scale political processes 
and systems than the kind of intensive inquiry that seeks explanation in 
terms of unconscious drives (p. 94).
Purpose and Research Questions
The primary purpose of this study is to determine the perceptions that the 
members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature hold of the LCES and to identify factors 
that might affect these perceptions.
This study involved the following research questions:
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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1. To describe the demographic characteristics of the 1997 Louisiana Legislators 
and their districts.
2. To determine the familiarity that members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature 
had with selected program areas of the LCES.
3. To determine the perception that members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature 
had of the effectiveness of LCES program.
4. To determine which sources of LCES program information influenced the 
perceptions o f the members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature toward LCES programs.
5. To determine the participation in LCES programs by members of the 1997 
Louisiana Legislature.
6. To determine if there was a difference in Legislators' familiarity with LCES 
programs, perceptions of the effectiveness of LCES programs, exposure to information 
to information sources on LCES programs, participation in LCES activities, based on 
selected characteristics.
7. To determine if simple correlations exist between two demographic variables — 
legislators' years o f service and age — and legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, 
perceptions o f  the effectiveness of LCES programs, sources of information on LCES 
programs, and participation in LCES activities.
8. To determine if selected characteristics of legislators explain significant 
proportions o f  the variance in: (a) familiarity with LCES scores, (b) perception 
scores, (c) information source scores, and (d) participation in LCES activities scores.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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9. To determine if there is a relationship between Legislators' familiarity with 
LCES programs and their perception of the effectiveness o f individual programs.
10. To determine if there is a relationship between the degree to which selected 
information sources have informed legislators and their perception o f the effectiveness 
o f the LCES.
The characteristics to be used in research questions 6, 7 and 8 were:




E. Years of service in the legislature
F. Legislative committees
G. Place of residence
H. Characteristics of district
I. Occupation
J. Party Affiliation
Significance o f the Study
The legislature represents a cross section of the clientele of the LSU 
Agricultural Center and the LCES. They are also the ones who determine state funding 
for the LSU Agricultural Center and the LCES. As such, they provide an excellent 
resource in the attempt to determine the perceptions regarding the LSU Agricultural
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Center and the LCES. Legislators will have a major impact on the future o f  these
agencies and the services they provide to their clientele.
Definition of Terms
The following terms used in the study are defined to assist the reader in the
interpretation of this study.
•  Agricultural programs - Include agricultural educational methods to improve 
agricultural production, agribusiness, conservation, and the use of natural 
resources.
•  Expanded Food & Nutrition Education Program - Delivers specialized 
education to limited-resource homemakers and youth to help them improve 
their nutritional well-being.
•  Extension agents - Employees of the LCES who provide educational programs 
at the parish level to LCES clientele.
•  Extension clientele - Individuals, groups of individuals, organizations, and 
business firms who are served by the LCES.
•  Extension programs - A planned series of events coordinated by LCES agents 
to accomplish LCES objectives.
•  Fisheries programs - Help increase production and profitability for seafood 
producers. Agents are also active in natural fisheries, wetlands, and wildlife 
management.
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4-H vouth programs - Seek to build human resources by encouraging 
educational attainment and career preparation by developing leadership.
Higher Education System - Higher education is considered to be a component 
part of the larger concept of post-secondary education. The LCES state 
financing comes under the LSU Agricultural Center which is a part o f the 
Higher Education budget.
Home economics programs - Provide information on nutrition, diet, health, 
safety, and family resource management to individuals and families.
Leadership programs - Help individuals perform more effectively in leadership 
roles. The program combines leadership skills and economic development 
knowledge into a curriculum of community leadership.
LSU Agricultural Center - Statewide campus devoted to agricultural research 
and education. Headquartered on the LSU campus, it houses the Louisiana 
Agricultural Experiment Station, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
and International Programs.
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service - An agency created by federal 
legislation to provide educational opportunities on the broad areas of 
agriculture and home economics to the people of the State of Louisiana.
Parish chairman - Parish supervisor responsible for maintaining local support, 
staff development and legislative support.
Perception - The definition used in this study is that o f Hilgard, 1957:
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The purpose o f becoming aware of objects, qualities, or relations by 
way of the sense organs. While sensory content is always present in 
perception, what is perceived is influenced by set and prior experience 
so that perception is more than a passive registration of stimuli 
impinging on sense organs, (p. 51).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The Concept o f Perception
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions o f the 
LCES held by the members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature. The purpose o f this 
section was twofold. First, a review of the literature concerning the concept o f 
perception that provided the basis for this study is presented. Second, an analysis and 
summary o f  the findings of other research studies relating to perception of the 
Cooperative Extension Service are described.
Perception has been defined in many ways by many authors, but the basic 
concept o f all definitions has been similar. Matlin (1983) defined perception as the way 
information is gathered and interpreted. In fact, everything an individual knows about 
the world is based upon perceptual information. People are so accustomed to seeing, 
hearing, touching, smelling, and tasting that they tend to take perception for granted 
(Matlin, 1983).
Perception is a major and primary form of knowing the world in virtually all 
philosophical and psychological systems. To do this the perceiver must combine, 
perhaps through a process of unconscious inferential reasoning, raw data with the 
cognitive representation of the environment that has been built up from past learning 
(Friedman & Carterette, 1996).
15
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Dember (1960) stated that living organisms emit behavior: they have output. 
Unlike the output of some machines, the output of organisms is dependent upon the 
energy impinging on them, that is, upon their input. Information may impinge on the 
organism from its surrounding environment, by way of its exteroceptors, or as feedback 
from its own behavior. To the extent that an individual is responsive to input from 
either source, it can be said to contain a perceptual system (Dember, 1960).
Combs & Snygg (1959) called the world of personal experience the perceptual 
field, which they described as "the entire universe, including himself, as it is 
experienced by the individual in the instance of action." The individual's perceptual 
field is in a continual state o f change, and what he is aware of at any given moment 
depends largely upon his immediate needs. The perceptual field also has stability, 
which comes from the organism's tendency to impose order and meaning to its universe 
(Combs & Snygg, 1959).
Rock (1975) stated that on the field of perception the interest was not in the 
objective event but in how things appeared (Rock, 1975). Perception was defined by 
Kaufman (1979) as a concern with describing the world as experienced by a human 
being and with relating this world to the physical environment, the structure and 
physiology of the organism, and the impact of prior environmental conditions on the 
currently perceived world (Kaufman, 1979).
Perception is an awareness that emerges as a result of a most complicated 
weighting process the individual goes through as his mind takes into account a host of
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factors or cues. Helmholtz (1925) made it clear that perceptions are based not only on 
past experiences and are discriminative and accurate largely insofar as they are useful in 
enabling the organism to recognize external objects (Helmholtz, 1925).
Factors Influencing Perception
According to Bonner (1953) factors influencing perception are grouped under 




The functional aspects of perception are those properties affecting one's 
memory, needs, habits and past experiences. Structural determinants of perception are 
physiological in character. People see the world around us by virtue of physiological 
character o f the organ of perception and learning. The cultural determinants includes 
factors which cause people to see the world in terms of customs, traditions, and ideas 
(Bonner, 1953).
According to Sherif & Sherif (1956), perception is influenced by psychological 
structuring involving external and internal factors. Internal factors are motives, 
emotions, attitudes, and effects of past experience. External factors are those 
stimulating situations outside the individual such as objects, events, other persons and 
groups. Life experiences are an important factor in influencing the establishment of 
attitudes and perceptions (Sherif & Sherif, 1956).
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Gibson (1966) indicated that perception has a constancy factor. Once a
situation is structured, one tends to continue to see it that way even after it undergoes
considerable change. Thus, one often continues to perceive an organization as it was
rather than as it is. Sometimes it is difficult to change one's appraisal of a situation
even when differing factors are obvious (Gibson, 1966).
The concept of perception developed by Hilgard, as stated in the definition of
terms, will be used as the basis for this study. According to Hilgard, 1957:
The purpose of becoming aware of objects, qualities, or relations by 
way of the sense organs. While sensory content is always present in 
perception, what is perceived is influenced by set and prior experience 
so that perception is more than a passive registration of stimuli 
impinging on sense organs (p. 51).
Information Sources that Guide Legislators' Perceptions
Wahlke, Eulaw, Buchanan and Ferguson conducted and reported one of the
most comprehensive, certainly one of the most respected, studies of the American
legislative system at the state level (Wahlke, Eulaw, Buchanan and Ferguson, 1962).
Their study focused on the perceptions and behavior of the men and women in four
state legislatures in 1957. In examining the political careers of these legislators, the
researchers found that certain information sources guided the perceptions and attitudes
of the legislators. According to Wahlke, Eulaw, Buchanan and Ferguson, 1962:
Legislators do not respond to expectations from whatever source as 
incumbents of a particular kind of public office alone but in terms of 
qualities and characteristics which define them as human beings. How 
they respond and why they respond as they do are questions influenced 
by the whole sequence of their prior experiences, attitudes and 
predispositions; their current perspectives and goals; and by their
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predispositions; their current perspectives and goals; and by their
anticipation of the future (p. 7).
There have been many articles written on the role of the legislator. 
Contemporary research capabilities have opened the prospect for rigorous systematic 
analysis of the basic and stable political questions concerning representatives and those 
they are supposed to represent (Hedlund & Friesema, 1972). Closer examination of 
this aspect is pertinent to the problem of legislative perception. If legislators are part of 
and accurately reflect the composition of the general public, then it could be argued 
that their actions reflect the attitudes and perceptions of the general public (Hedlund & 
Friesema, 1972).
According to Clausen, "the perceptions of constituency interests and views" is a 
factor affecting the policy decisions of legislators (Clausen, 1973, p. 4). Clausen used 
the word perceptions in referring to constituency interest. This supports another 
condition of decision making in which Clausen proposed that legislators harbor their 
own attitudes and values which can affect what they perceive. Decisions reached by 
members of the legislature are based upon varying degrees of reliable information 
(Clausen, 1973).
Clausen (1973) supported two major themes regarding congressmen and their 
decision making behavior. The first theme contends that the methods used in 
formulating decisions are " . . .  methods commonly employed by most persons faced 
with choices of products, people and programs of action" (Clausen, 1973, p. 4).
Clausen also suggested that the policy positions of legislators are reasonably
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representative o f the positions of the people who participate in political life (Clausen,
1973, p. 4). Legislative decisions then are made from such common forms as the
"party line" handed down by party leaders, ideological positions, concepts of the
domains o f government responsibility, economy of the government, and other
considerations abounding in the political culture that are shared by legislators and lay
people. While numerous factors in the political arena play a role in decision making by
the legislator," . . .  the outcomes of the decision process are heavily influenced by the
general policy positions of the participants" (Clausen, 1973, p. 9).
The problem of adequate information flow from the represented to the
representatives has long been recognized as a serious one. Many studies have been
undertaken which relate to the issue o f factors that affect legislators' perceptions. The
Citizens Conference on State Legislatures regarded information handling as a key to
legislative quality (Citizens Conference on State Legislatures, 1971). The Conference
attempted to determine whether there were discernible relationships between
information sources and characteristics such as wealth, population size and geographic
location. According to the Citizens' Conference on State Legislatures, 1971:
Legislatures with high information handling capabilities tend to be found 
in wealthy, highly populated, urbanized, and industrialized states whose 
citizens are educated, politically active, receptive to innovation, and 
appreciative of government efficiency (p. 57).
Matthews & Stimson (1975) presented a description of methods which these 
researchers feel legislators use to make decisions. Three factors influencing decision 
making were: "voting the district," personal precedent, and ideological decision-
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making (Matthews & Stimson, 1975). Dugas (1994) studied the voting records o f the 
members o f the 1992 Louisiana Legislature as these issues related to support for higher 
education. To accomplish this, Dugas collected data on the roll calls on bills on higher 
education and related them to personal characteristics o f legislators (Dugas, 1994).
Dugas concluded that legislative support for higher education is reasonably 
predicted by studying personal characteristics of the legislators, which included race, 
gender, education, age, occupation, legislative experience, party affiliation, committee 
membership, legislative committee leadership and number of bills introduced (Dugas,
1994).
Related Perceptual Studies of Cooperative Extension Programs
Verma & Bums (1995) surveyed 1,077 residents of Louisiana to determine 
public awareness, user satisfaction and potential usefulness of the LCES. The survey 
results indicated that while the general public was somewhat aware o f the LCES, only 
a small percentage of Louisianans used LCES programs during 1995. Verma & Bums 
reported that a majority o f the users were satisfied with LCES programs. Over 40 
percent of the respondents were aware o f LCES. The authors recommended that 
LCES develop a marketing strategy to increase its visibility among the general public 
and, particularly, among those groups targeted by the LCES mission statement, its 
work, or its specific programs. Awareness would be accomplished by mass 
communication media such as television, radio, and news papers (Verma & Bums,
1995).
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Dillman, Christenson, Salant & Warner (1995) conducted a study on the 
public's perception o f land grant universities. One of the study's objectives was to look 
specifically at awareness of and contact with the Cooperative Extension Service (CES) 
and its programs, including agriculture, home economics, community development and 
4-H. After hearing a brief description of what CES does, eighty-five percent of the 
1,124 adults who responded to the survey said they had heard o f the CES. Twenty-six 
percent had used CES services or its programs some time in the past, and eight percent 
had done so in the past year (Dillman, Christenson, Salant & Warner, 1995).
Several studies were found that were closely related to this study. These 
studies concerned perceptions held by the state legislators o f the Cooperative 
Extension Service.
Miller (1988) sought to determine the perceptions o f the South Carolina 
Legislature with regard to the Clemson University Cooperative Extension Service. 
Miller identified four areas where perception was to be determined: purpose and 
objectives, participation and involvement, basic program areas, and clientele of the 
CES. He attempted to associate this perception with selected factors: role in the 
legislature, years o f legislative experience, political party affiliation, place o f residence, 
character of district, age, and occupation. A mailed questionnaire was used to collect 
data from 65% o f the 1985 South Carolina Legislature. Legislators perceived the 
Clemson University Cooperative Extension Service as a rural, agriculturally-oriented 
organization. Each of the selected factors was associated significantly with at least one
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or more aspects of perception. Miller found that party affiliation, place of residence, 
and character o f the district exerted the greatest influence on how the legislators 
perceived the Clemson University Cooperative Extension Service (Miller, 1988).
Curtis (1978) conducted a study similar to the research done by Miller to 
determine Alabama legislators' perception of the Alabama Cooperative Extension 
Service. Curtis (1978) found that the respondents had a low level of understanding of 
the major purposes of the CES and a low level of participation in extension activities. 
The findings showed that the respondents were more familiar with major program 
thrusts of the CES in agriculture and 4-H youth, and ranked these as the two most 
important areas o f work. The study also noted that respondents who received reports 
on work and accomplishments of the CES did not have a high degree o f perception 
(Curtis, 1978).
Adkins (1980) found that one-fourth of the Maryland General Assembly had no 
idea what the Extension Service was or what segment of our society could benefit from 
extension programs. While 63 percent of the legislators recognized the educational 
role, 72 percent were not adequately informed about the Extension Service. 
Participation in extension programs and activities by legislators and their families was 
very low. Fifty-six percent indicated that they had never used any services provided by 
the CES. Only rural legislators reported any significant contact with the CES through 
mass media. Legislators tended to be more familiar with the traditional CES programs 
o f home economics, agriculture and 4-H. The legislators emphasized service to the
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same rural clientele groups that the CES was originally created to serve 65 years ago 
(Adkins, 1980).
In a study of Florida legislators, McCown (1969) found that legislators 
perceived the Florida Agricultural Extension Service as an educational organization 
which should assign the greatest degree of importance to programs primarily oriented 
toward helping farmers solve agricultural production problems. The legislators placed 
a high priority on extension programs that identify farmers as the clientele group to be 
assisted. They also placed a high priority on programs in which the subject matter is 
related to increasing efficiency in farm production. The CES was perceived by the 
legislators as an educational organization rather than a service organization. This was 
supported by the importance that the legislators placed on operational procedures that 
are educationally oriented. The legislators' awareness of program areas offered by the 
Florida Agricultural Extension Service was found to be significantly influenced by their 
place o f residence. Legislators who resided in small communities or on farms were 
more aware of CES programs than were those who lived in large cities (McCown,
1969)
Walker (1977) also found that the legislators' place of residence had a direct 
relationship with their familiarity with the overall CES program. Legislators with farm 
related occupations and committee assignments were more familiar with the total CES 
program than legislators with non-farm related occupations and committee 
assignments. Even though these groups knew more about the CES, this did not appear
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to influence participation in CES activities. All legislators perceived 4-H and youth 
development as an important area of work. Even though some legislators knew more 
about the overall CES program, they did not participate at a higher level than those 
who knew less (Walker, 1977).
A comparison of the perception Texas legislators, their legislative staff 
members, and of registered lobbyists in Texas concerning sources of information on 
animal agriculture issues was the focus of a study by Schlink (1996). Providing 
information to legislators concerning agricultural issues was deemed essential. The 
study also concluded that lobbyists are effective in influencing legislation regarding 
agricultural issues and the same methods used to inform legislators can be used to 
inform and influence lobbyists. Conversely, working with a specific legislative aide in 
order to influence a specific legislator was seen as most effective for lobbyists (Schlink, 
1996).
Marketing Government Funded Programs
Marketing is often used as a descriptor of what in reality is an external relations 
program for public accountability. While external relations is part of the marketing 
process, marketing is much broader than external relations. Marketing is not selling; it 
is not media hype. Marketing is assessing, developing, packaging, communicating and 
promoting, and distributing. Marketing makes it all work together to effect an 
exchange (Institute o f Food and Agricultural Sciences, 1996).
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The Cooperative Extension Service deals with various publics, including 
legislators. These publics need a general awareness of the extension service programs. 
The marketing approach fits neatly with the program development model, emphasizing 
market position, awareness and reporting impact. CES marketing efforts are designed 
to instill a preference for the extension service programs and gain a commitment from 
decision makers (University o f Georgia, 1994).
Boldt (1988) emphasized the need for the CES to determine its image. It is 
essential that the CES market its image through a three part process. First, by creating 
an awareness o f the organization and the impact of its programs. Second, design and 
constantly improve educational programs to satisfy the needs of people. Third, through 
relationship marketing, develop, maintain and expand constructive relationships with 
key decision makers, elected officials, volunteers, clients, staff and media. Boldt 
described how research conducted by marketing agencies, for the private sector, 
pointed to the importance of creating a unique organizational identity (Boldt, 1988).
Drucker (1973) documented that marketing makes selling superfluous. He 
advanced the proposition that if a program has been designed according to the needs of 
the marketplace, selling the program to the marketplace will be unnecessary.
Marketing does not require government agencies to attempt a series of highly 
sophisticated new activities (Drucker, 1973). According to Drucker (1990) 
performance is the ultimate test of any government institution. These institutions can 
find it very difficult to answer the question, "What are the results of that institution's
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programs since there is no financial bottom line?" (p. 251). One place for these 
organizations to begin is with the mission. What do you want to be remembered for as 
an institution? The mission statement transcends, guides, and informs. Only when the 
government agency’s effectiveness is defined can it set goals (Drucker, 1990).
Good intentions, good policies, and good decisions must turn into effective 
actions. According to Drucker (1990), the statement "What are we here for" must 
eventually become the statements "This is how we do it. This is the time span in which 
we do it. This is the work for which we are responsible" (p. 251).
Crompton & Lamb (1986) stated that all government agencies have an image or 
collection of images that are held by their publics, which are: primary publics 
(consumer, support, general), secondary publics (government, competitor, supplier) 
and tertiary publics (media, labor union, advocacy special interest, business 
community). Decisions are made on the basis o f perception, since this represents the 
totality o f what is known about particular services. Image is not static, but once people 
develop a set of beliefs and impressions about a service or agency, it is difficult to 
change it (Crompton & Lamb, 1986).
Many factors preclude the success of any endeavor to change existing images 
perceived by target audiences. These include the likelihood o f an audience to reject 
information that is contrary to existing predispositioning, the anchorage o f already- 
existing images in group affiliations, the ineffectiveness of communications stemming 
from low-credibility sources, and audience resistance to perceived manipulation
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attempts. Thus, if an agency decides that it wants to modify its existing image, it must 
have great patience. The change will take some time (Crompton & Lamb, 1986).
A marketing communications program designed to improve an agency's image 
is likely to succeed only if it brings information to people about perceptions on which 
they have a distorted view or attributes of which they are not aware (Crompton & 
Lamb, 1986).
In this era o f increased accountability and limited resources, decision makers are 
asking tougher questions about continued funding for public programs. It is everyone's 
job within the organization to clearly describe what they do. Staff must be able to 
articulate, in terms that matter to the public, what difference the organization makes, 
what are the outcomes and impacts. Planning and coordination of these educational 
and advocacy efforts must occur at the organizational level. As individuals and 
organizations build their relationship marketing capacity, and develop consistent 
contact with important decision makers, the ability to positively impact key policy and 
funding decisions will be enhanced (Hemmingsen, 1996).
In developing, maintaining and enhancing relationships with elected officials, 
extension service staff must employ "high touch and personalized technology" 
communications strategies. By using imagination to portray the extension service's 
commitment and ability to address important community issues, the extension service's 
future will be secure (DeYoung, 1988).
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A commitment to marketing offers government agencies three benefits. First, 
because marketing is a systematic process and offers a format for decision making, 
relationships between actions previously regarded as independent are likely to become 
more apparent. Optional marketing does require that all marketing activities and their 
interactions be reviewed and integrated with action taken (Crompton & Lamb, 1986).
The second major benefit is that some of the concepts and techniques used by 
marketers in their decision processes are often unfamiliar to government agency 
administrators. Familiarity with these marketing tools is likely to lead to improved 
decision making. Finally, a commitment to marketing is likely to result in more 
legislative support. To the extent that marketing increases the awareness of the 
organization, the government agency is likely to receive improved support for it from 
legislators (Crompton & Lamb, 1986).
Figure 1 identifies many of the publics with which government agencies 
interact. Designating them as primary, secondary, and tertiary suggests their relative 
importance but is not absolute. Marketing efforts aimed at the secondary publics 
(which includes legislators) seek to provide evidence of the government agency having 
a superior staff, that resources are being used efficiently and effectively allocated 
(Crompton & Lamb, 1986).
Kotler & Fox (1985) in their book on institutional strategic marketing pointed 
out that only by fulfilling the needs of customers can an institution or business
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Figure 1. Publics with which Government Agencies Interact 
effectively market itself (Kotler & Fox, 1985). As consumers recognize their problems 
and needs, they will seek help in solving those problems and fulfilling those needs. 
Those products, services and programs offering the best solutions or need fulfillment 
are the ones most likely to be embraced by the clientele. Effective marketing involves 
translating market place problems and needs into programs to fulfill those needs and 
informing the clientele of the programs and how they may be accessed. The programs
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sell themselves because they are solving real problems and meeting real needs of 
clientele (Kotler & Fox, 1985).
The Marketing Exchange
The process of understanding, planning and managing exchanges begins with a 
basic mission statement. The programs are customer-driven. Their success in the 
marketplace is a product of successful exchanges, i.e., they receive in exchange for a 
unit with value, resources of equal value (Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences,
1996).
No marketing plan is successful unless it provides for an exchange of needs and 
wants fulfillment for a unit of resource. As indicated in Figure 2, the seller provides a 
unit of product service to the customer, who returns a unit of resource to the seller.
The indirect nature of the exchange is based on the fact that units of resource flow from 
the customer indirectly to the CES through a third party. The CES is therefore 
dependent on the positive feedback from the customer to the resource provider (elected 
officials). The exchange process can be interrupted where customer response is 
negative, or where customers fail to identify the CES as the source of the program. It 
is not enough for programs to solve problems or meet needs, the programs must clearly 
bear the identity o f the CES research/teaching/extension unit providing the program 
(Institute o f Food and Agricultural Sciences, 1995).










Figure 2. The Exchange Model for the Cooperative Extension Service 
Summary
The review of literature shows that there are many factors to consider when 
viewing one's perception. Some of these factors are sensory information and individual 
interest, needs, past experiences, emotions, and educational level.
The CES has been perceived as a very worthwhile organization in the studies, 
although a common thread running through the studies was the need for the CES to 
communicate more effectively with legislators. Legislators' characteristics such as 
place of residence, committee assignment, and participation in CES activities affected 
the perceptions held by the legislators in several states. It is clear that positive 
perceptions by legislators of the effectiveness of CES programs are important to strong
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
33
legislative support of CES. The literature cited in the review was helpful in suggesting 
sources of information and participation in CES activities which have a bearing on the 
formation of perceptions o f CES on the part of legislators. These factors were the 
basis upon which this study was constructed. Marketing principles can guide LCES in 
appropriate methods when informing legislators about the LCES. Before any 
awareness program can be planned, it is necessary to first determine what are the 
perceptions held by the body. Legislators familiarity with LCES, their level of 
participation in Extension activities, and their exposure to CES information sources 
should also be included in the planning process.
A great deal of similarity was found in the results of perception studies 
involving legislators from different states. Based on the literature reviewed, the 
following variables were selected for the study:




5. Years of service
6. Occupation
7. Committee assignments
8. Place of residence
9. Characteristics of district
10. Party affiliation
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
This study was designed to investigate the perceptions that the members o f the 
1997 Louisiana Legislature hold of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service and to 
identify factors that might affect these perceptions. Survey information was collected 
by professional staff of the LCES from those legislators whose districts corresponded 
to the parishes served by the LCES staff 
Population and Sample
The population for the study included all members of the Louisiana Legislature 
over time. The sample included all members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature. The 
legislature consists of 39 legislators from the Senate and 105 legislators from the House 
for a total representation of 144 seats. The members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature 
were considered to be representative of legislators over time.
Instrumentation
The goal of this research project was to determine the perception of the LCES 
held by members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature. In considering an appropriate 
method of investigation, the survey method was selected. Kerlinger (1986) stated that 
responses to mail questionnaires are generally poor. Returns of less than 40 to 50 
percent are common. Since a higher return rate was desired, and the survey involved a 
population that might not yield a high response rate if a mail survey was used, the 
personal survey method was chosen (Kerlinger, 1986).
34
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Use o f a standardized instrument which would support the study was 
considered desirable. However, no instrument could be located which would meet the 
requirements o f the study. It was therefore necessary to construct a survey instrument 
which would be adequate to elicit the required information. Also, information on 
selected demographic characteristics were obtained from information submitted by 
legislators to the Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana (PAR), (e.g. gender, 
race and age). Information on characteristics of the district including percentage of 
registered voters was obtained from the Louisiana Department of Elections and 
Registration (1996). Some demographic information was requested in the survey 
instrument (years of service, occupation, description of legislative district, and place of 
residence). The instrument contained the following sections: questions eliciting 
demographic information not provided in the PAR reference, questions eliciting 
information on legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, questions eliciting 
information on legislators' perceptions o f the effectiveness of LCES programs, 
questions eliciting information on sources from which legislators gained information on 
LCES programs, and questions eliciting information on legislators' participation in 
LCES programs.
Validation
The instrument's content validity was assessed by (1) Drs. Michael F. Burnett, 
Betty C. Harrison, Joe W. Kotrlik, and Donna H. Redman, LSU Vocational Education 
faculty members; and (2) Drs. Jack Bagent, Rosalie Biven and Bobby Fletcher, LCES
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administrators. The purpose of this review was to determine if the content of the 
instrument was appropriate for the research questions o f  the study. The validation 
panel recommended minor changes in the survey instrument which were incorporated 
into the survey instrument (Appendix A).
Field Study
The sample for the study consisted of members o f the 1997 Louisiana 
Legislature. To further test the validity of the instrument, ten former members o f the 
Louisiana Legislature were faxed a copy o f the survey instrument. Seven of the former 
legislators returned the survey. Several made minor changes in the survey instrument 
which were incorporated into the survey instrument (Appendix B).
Methods of Data Collection
Personal data such as gender, race and age were collected on each legislator in 
office for 1997. Their data were obtained from information submitted by legislators to 
the Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana (PAR). This information was 
recorded by the researcher. The remaining data was collected from the Louisiana 
Legislature internet home page, the Department of Elections and Registration, and by 
LCES staff delivering the survey instmment.
The following procedures recommended by Dillman (1994) were used in 
collecting data:
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1. LCES faculty were requested to collect information from certain 
legislators based on location o f the legislators' district as it corresponded 
to where the parish agent was employed;
2. A letter from the LCES Director explaining the purpose of the project 
was mailed to all LCES parish chairmen participating in the study on 
July 1, 1997 (Appendix C); other material in this mailing included: 
copies of the survey instrument (Appendix D); general information 
about the survey; a copy o f the letter to be given to legislators prior to 
the interview (Appendix E); and names, addresses and phone numbers 
of those legislators to be interviewed. Parish chairmen assigned agents 
on their staff (including the parish chairmen) to conduct the surveys. 
Extension agents were instructed to meet with legislators. They were 
asked not to discuss or explain LCES programs prior to, or during, 
completion of the survey by the legislator. The survey was to be 
completed by the legislator without any input from the extension agent. 
The completed questionnaire was placed in a stamped return envelope, 
sealed and given back to the extension agent. To protect the 
confidentiality of the survey responses, the completed surveys were 
mailed to Dr. Joe Kotrlik, the graduate student's major professor, who 
removed the identification number from the survey before the data were 
coded into tabular form. In some cases, extension agents were not
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successful in making an appointment with the legislator. In some o f 
these cases, the survey was personally left at the legislator’s office or 
sent to the legislator's office by mail or fax. In a few other cases, the 
legislator was unable to complete the survey while the agent was 
present, so the legislator agreed to complete the survey and mail it later.
3. On July 30, 1997, reminder letters bearing LCES Vice Chancellor and 
Director Jack Bagent's signature were mailed to the parish chairmen 
requesting a report on legislators' survey progress. Parish chairmen 
were encouraged to continue obtaining survey information.
(Appendix F)
4. During the week of August 2 through August 8, 1997, phone calls were 
made by the author to all parish chairmen still needing to complete 
surveys.
4. On September 9, 1997, a final letter seeking their survey response 
(Appendix G) was sent by Dr. Joe Kotrlik, the graduate student's major 
professor, to all legislators who had not returned the survey.
5. Confounding variables were controlled through the use of instructions 
prepared by the researcher.
The data were collected from July through September, 1997.
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Data Analysis
Statistical analyses were performed using the SPSS statistical package. The 
alpha level was set at .05 a'priori.
Research Question 1
Research question 1 was designed to determine the demographic characteristics 
of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature. Ten personal characteristics were identified for 
each legislator: position in the legislature, gender, race, age, years of service, 
occupation, committee assignment, party affiliation, place of residence, and 
characteristics of the district.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the personal characteristics o f the 
members of the Senate and the House. Position in the legislature, gender, race, age, 
and occupation, were treated as nominal data. Occupations were grouped under 
nominal classifications of agribusiness, attorney, religious, agriculture-related business, 
general business, health care professional, real estate and insurance, engineer, retired, 
educator, homemaker, and other. Place of residence, district description, and 
population ranges were treated as interval data. Frequency distributions were chosen 
as the statistical procedure. Age and years of service were recorded as continuous 
data. These data were described using means and standard deviations.
Research Question 2
Research question 2 determined familiarity with program areas of LCES. 
Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (unfamiliar)
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to 5 (very familiar). After the familiarity scale was administered, three statistics for 
each item were selected; frequency, the item mean, and standard deviation. These 
statistics indicated the extent to which legislators are familiar with LCES programs.
Research Question 3
Research question 3 determined the perception by legislators o f the 
effectiveness of selected LCES programs. Responses were recorded on a six-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not familiar) to 5 (extremely effective). After the 
effectiveness scale was administered, three statistics for each item were selected; 
frequency, the item mean, and standard deviation. The "not familiar" responses were 
omitted from the analysis.
Research Question 4
Research question 4 was designed to determine what sources o f information 
have influenced the perceptions of the legislators. Responses were recorded on a five- 
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (no exposure) to 5 (very frequent exposure). After 
the sources o f information scale was administered, three statistics for each item were 
selected; frequency, the item mean, and standard deviation.
Research Question 5
Research question 5 was designed to determine participation and involvement in 
LCES programs. In analyzing the data, legislators participation in LCES activities 
were dummy coded to construct "yes" or "no" variables. This provided the number and 
percentage for each LCES activity.
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Research Question 6
Research question 6 was designed to determine if there was a difference in 
legislators' familiarity with extension programs, perceptions of the effectiveness of 
LCES programs, exposure to sources o f information on LCES programs, and 
participation in LCES activities based on selected characteristics. These characteristics 
included: position in legislature, race, occupation, committee assignments, place of 
residence, characteristics of district and party affiliation. Five statistics for each item 
were selected; mean, standard deviation, t test scores, degrees of freedom and 
probability. Analysis of variance was also used for selected characteristics. These 
statistics indicated whether the difference in the means are significant.
Research Question 7
Research question 7 was designed to determine if practically significant 
correlations existed between selected characteristics which included age of legislators, 
years of service, and legislators' familiarity, perception, information source and 
participation in LCES programs scores. The interpretation of the correlation 
coefficients was based on the set of descriptors by Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs (1979): .00 
to .30 - little if any correlation; .30 to .50 - low correlation; .50 to .70 - moderate 
correlation; .70 to .90 - high correlation; and .90 to 1.00 - very high correlation.
Research Question 8
Research question 8 was designed to determine if selected characteristics of 
legislators explained a significant proportion of the variance in familiarity, perception,
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information sources and participation. Stepwise regression was used to determine if 
selected variables explained a significant portion o f the variance in familiarity, 
perception, participation, and LCES sources o f information in this analysis. The 
characteristics were: position in the legislature, gender, race, age, years o f service, 
committee assignments, place of residence, and party affiliation. In stepwise 
regression, a variation of the forward solution predictor variables are entered one at a 
time, beginning with the variables making the greatest contribution to the model. As 
predictor variables are entered at successive stages o f the model building process, a 
significance test is conducted to determine the contribution of each of the selected 
variables. This makes it possible for a predictor variable to be deleted if it loses its 
effectiveness as a predictor. Variables were included in the model if they were 
significant and explained at least one percent of the variance.
Research Question 9
Research question 9 was designed to determine the relationship between 
legislators' familiarity with selected LCES programs and their perception of the 
effectiveness o f the program. The interpretation of the correlation coefficients was 
based on the set o f descriptors suggested by Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs (1979).
Research Question 10
Research question 10 was designed to determine if there is a relationship 
between the information sources that informed legislators about LCES and their 
perception of the effectiveness of the LCES. The interpretation of the correlation
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coefficients was based on the set of descriptors proposed by Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs 
(1979).
The research model, as indicated in Figure 3, illustrates the independent 
variables, dependent variables, and their relationship to the perceptions held by the 

























Figure 3. Research Model
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CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The purpose of the study was to study the perceptions that the members o f the 
1997 Louisiana Legislature hold o f the LCES over time and to identify factors that 
might affect these perceptions. Ten research questions as discussed in Chapter 2 
directed the study. One hundred and nine of the 144 Louisiana state legislators (76%) 
participated in the study. The potential and actual number of respondents in the study 
are shown in Table 1. Those who responded to the study were predominantly white, 
democrat, rural legislators.
Research Question 1: Demographic Characteristics of Legislators
The first research question was to determine personal characteristics of 
members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature who participated in the study. Ten 
personal characteristics were identified for each legislator - position in the legislature, 
gender, race, age, years of service in legislature, description of district, description of 
place o f residence, occupation, committee assignment, and party affiliation.
Table 2 shows selected personal characteristics o f the members o f the House 
and Senate. Ninety-eight of the male legislators (90% of respondents) and 11 of the 
female legislators (10% of respondents) participated in the study. The Senate had a 
slightly higher proportion of males who participated in the study (93%) while the 
House had a lower percentage (89%) of study participants who were male. Ninety- 
seven (89%) of the legislators who participated in the study were white and 12(11%)
44
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Table 1
Selected Characteristics of All Legislators and those Legislators who Responded to the 
Survey
Legislators
All legislators Legislators who responded
N % N %
Characierlsdc
Senate 39 100 28 72
House 105 100 81 77
Democrats 102 71 77 71
Republicans 42 29 32 29
Blacks 31 22 12 11
Whites 113 78 97 89
Males 128 89 98 90
Females 16 11 11 10
Senators
Characteristic All Senators Senators who responded
Democrats 26 67 18 64
Republicans 13 33 10 36
Blacks 9 23 2 7
Whites 30 77 26 93
Males 37 95 26 93
Females 2 5 2 7
Representatives
Characteristic All Representatives Representatives who
Democrats 76 72 59 73
Republicans 29 28 22 27
Blacks 22 21 10 12
Whites 83 79 71 88
Males 91 87 72 89
Females 14 13 9 11
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were black. A higher proportion of the respondents in the Senate were white than in 
the House. Twenty-six (93%) of the Senators were white, while 71 (88%) of the 
House members were white. There were 10 (12%) black House members and 2 (7%) 
black Senators who participated in the study.
Table 2
Selected Characteristics of Members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature
Senate House Legislature
Characteristic f % f % f %
Gender
Male 26 93 72 89 98 90
Female 2 7 9 11 11 10
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
Race
White 26 93 71 88 97 89
Black 2 7 10 12 12 11
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
The average age of members of the legislature who participated in the study 
was 50.34 years (SD = 10.72). Both the House and Senate had a larger number of 
legislators in the 40 - 49 age range with the Senate having 11 (39%) o f its' members 
and the House 27 (33%) in this age range. The age range 20 - 29 years had the fewest 
number; in the Senate there was 1 (4%) and in the House there was 1 (1%). The
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range o f ages for those legislators responding to the study was from 29 to 86 years. 
Table 3 presents information on age of members o f the legislature.
Table 3
Age of Members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature
Age by range 
(years)
Senate House Total Legislature
f % f °A f °A
20-29 1 4 1 1 2 2
30-39 0 0 15 19 15 14
40-49 11 39 27 33 38 35
50-59 9 32 22 27 31 28
60-69 5 18 15 19 20 18
70 and over 2 7 1 1 3 3
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
M 54.03 49.06 50.34
SD 10.43 10.58 10.72
Legislative experience of those members responding to the survey was recorded 
as the total number of years served by legislators as shown in Table 4. Forty-four 
(40% of respondents) of the legislators had less than five years of service. Seventeen 
(16%) had served in the House and/or Senate for over 20 years.
The Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana, Inc. (1997) provided the 
standing committee assignments for all o f the members of the 1997 Louisiana 
Legislature who participated in the study. Committees dealing with legislation 
affecting LCES programs were chosen. The Senate Finance Committee and House
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Table 4
Years of Legislative Service bv Members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature
Legislative 
experience by range 
(years)
Senate House Total Legislature
f % f % f %
0 through 4 11 39 33 41 44 40
5 through 8 6 21 22 27 28 26
9 through 12 2 7 12 15 14 13
13 through 16 2 7 4 5 6 6
17 through 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 (or over) 7 25 10 12 17 16
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
M 10.04 7.64 8.26
SD 9.17 7.11 7.72
Appropriations Committee address state budget issues: the Senate Revenue and Fiscal 
Affairs Committee and the House Ways & Means Committee address tax changes: and 
the Senate and House Agriculture, Education, and Natural Resources Committees 
address issues in those respective areas. The committee assignments o f those legislators 
who participated in the study are included in Table 5. Twenty-three (21%) of the 
legislators were members of either the Senate Finance Committee or the House 
Appropriations Committee. Twenty-two legislators (20%) were members of the 
Senate Revenue & Fiscal Affairs Committee or the House Ways & Means Committee. 
Twenty-three legislators (21%) were members of the Senate or House Agriculture 
Committees. These data were secured from the Public Affairs Research Council of 
Louisiana, Inc. (1997).
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Table 5
Committee Assignments of the Legislators
Senate House Legislature
Committee f % f % f %
Senate Finance or House 
Appropriations 8 29 15 18 23 21
Senate Revenue & Fiscal Affairs or 
House Ways & Means 7 25 15 18 22 20
Agriculture 5 18 18 22 23 21
Education 5 18 11 14 16 15
Natural Resources 6 21 17 21 23 21
Mote. These committees were judged to have direct impacts on LCES programs.
The legislators were asked to describe their district using one of the following 
descriptions: rural, rural/suburban, rural/urban, suburban, suburban/urban, and urban. 
One fourth (25%) of the Senate members and slightly over one fourth o f the House 
members (28%) responding to the study described their districts as rural. Of the 
legislators responding to the question regarding the description of their districts, four 
senators (14%) and seven representatives (9%) described their districts as urban. Table 
6 shows the descriptions of the district for those legislators responding to the study.
The legislators were also asked to describe their place of residence using the 
following categories: rural farm, rural non-farm, town up to 9,999, city 10,000 to 
49,999, and city 50,000 and over. Four senators (14%) and seven representatives (9%) 
described their place o f residence as rural farm. Ten senators (36%) and 24 
representatives (30%) described their place of residence as a city with a population o f
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50,000 or over. Table 7 shows the place o f residence for those legislators responding 
to the study.
Table 6
Description of Legislative Districts of Members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature
Characteristic
Senate House Legis ature
f % f % f %
Rural 7 25 23 28 30 28
Rural/suburban 7 25 19 24 26 24
Rural/urban 5 18 11 14 16 15
Suburban 1 4 13 16 14 13
Suburban/urban 4 14 8 10 12 11
Urban 4 14 7 9 11 10
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
Table 7
Description of Residence of the Members o f the 1997 Louisiana Legislature
Population range
Senate House Legislature
f °A f % f %
Rural farm 4 14 7 9 11 10
Rural non-farm 4 14 17 21 21 19
Town
Up to 9,999 pop. 5 18 16 20 21 19
City
10,000 - 49,999 pop. 5 18 17 21 22 20
City
50,000 & over pop. 10 36 24 30 34 31
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
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Legislators were asked to describe their career or chosen occupation. Of the 
legislators responding to the survey, six Senators (21%) and 22 Representatives (27%) 
listed their occupation as attorney. General business was the next most frequently 
listed occupation (18%). Four Senators (14%) and 16 Representatives (20%) listed 
their occupation as general business. Agribusiness, which included fanner, was the 
occupation cited by 11% of the legislators (House and Senate members) responding to 
the survey, with five Senators (18%) and seven Representatives (9%) working in the 
area of agribusiness. Other occupations, indicated by the remaining 45% of the 
legislators, included educator, engineer, health care professional, real estate/insurance, 
religious, and homemaker. Seven percent of the legislators responding to the survey 
had retired from their respective occupations (see Table 8).
The Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana, Inc., (1997) also provided 
the party affiliation of legislators. Democrat was the dominant party affiliation in both 
chambers: 73% in the House and 64% in the Senate (see Table 9).
Research Question 2: Familiarity with LCES Programs
The legislators who responded to survey question 5 indicated they were familiar 
with LCES programs as indicated by the score mean of 3.85 (see Table 10). The 
individual LCES program that received the highest familiarity mean score at 3.65 was 
the 4-H program. Agricultural programs ranked next with a familiarity mean of 3.56 
and home economics programs ranked third with a familiarity mean of 3.22, followed 
by community and leadership development (M = 3.01). The EFNEP and fisheries
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Table 8
Occupations o f the Members o f the 1997 Louisiana Legislature
Occupations of Louisiana Legislators
Occupation
Senate House Legislature
f % f % f %
Attorney 6 21 22 27 28 26
General business 4 14 16 20 20 18
Real estate & insurance 4 14 12 15 16 15
Agribusiness 5 18 7 9 12 11
Other 4 14 5 6 9 8
Retired 1 4 7 9 8 7
Education 0 0 8 10 8 7
Health care professional 3 11 1 1 4 4
Engineer 0 0 2 2 2 2
Religious 1 4 0 0 1 1
Homemaker 0 0 1 1 1 1
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100
Table 9
Party Affiliation of Members o f the 1997 Legislature
Party affiliation
Senate House Legislature
f % f % f %
Democrat 18 64 59 73 77 71
Republican 10 36 22 27 32 29
Total 28 100 81 100 109 100


















Legislators' Familiarity with LCES and LCES Programs
Program area













(Score = 5) N M SD
Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service 1 17 39 15 36 108 3.85 1.08
4-H youth programs 5 12 37 20 34 108 3.65 1.12
Agricultural programs (county 
agents) 10 17 33 16 32 108 3.56 1.31
Home economics programs 11 20 32 28 17 108 3.22 1.22
Community and agricultural 
leadership development 22 17 26 25 18 108 3.01 1.38
Fisheries programs 24 19 28 24 13 108 2.88 1.34
Expanded food and nutrition 
programs (EFNEP) 27 23 21 28 9 108 2.65 1.28
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programs each received a slightly familiar mean score. The EFNEP and fisheries 
programs are not available statewide; therefore a majority of the legislators might not 
be familiar with either of these two programs (see Table 10).
The focus of research question two (survey question 5) was to describe how 
familiar Representatives and Senators were with the LCES and LCES programs. 
Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert-type scale with values of one 
(unfamiliar) two (slightly familiar), three (somewhat familiar), four (familiar), and five 
(very familiar). Table 11 shows Senators were familiar with the LCES (M = 3.89). 
Table 11
Familiarity with LCES and LCES Programs bv Senate and House Members
Familiarity score means for
Program Senate House
N M SD N M SD
Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service 27 3.89 1.19 81 3.84 1.05
4-H youth programs 27 3.63 1.21 81 3.81 1.13
Agricultural programs (county 
agents) 27 3.48 1.31 81 3.58 1.32
Home economics programs 27 3.01 1.11 81 3.31 1.25
Community and agricultural 
leadership programs 27 3.07 1.41 81 2.99 1.37
Fisheries programs 27 3.11 1.40 81 2.81 1.33
Expanded Food and Nutrition 
Programs (EFNEP) 27 2.41 1.22 81 2.73 1.29
Mean 27 3.23 1.26 81 3.29 1.25
Note. One Senator did not respond to the question on LCES familiarity.
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Senators were also familiar with 4-H youth development (M = 3.63), agricultural (M = 
3.48), community and agricultural leadership development (M = 3.07), and home 
economics (M = 3.01) programs.
Representatives were familiar with LCES (M = 3.84) and with the 4-H Club 
program (M = 3.81). Representatives were also familiar with agricultural programs (M 
= 3.58) and home economics programs (M = 3.31) (see Table 10).
Research Question 3: Perceived Effectiveness of LCES Programs
Research question three (survey question 6) was included in the study to 
determine how effective legislators perceived selected LCES programs to be.
Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert-type scale, with values of one 
(ineffective), two (slightly effective), three (effective), four (very effective), and five 
(extremely effective). An "unfamiliar" response category was indicated if the 
legislators did not recognize the LCES program. In Table 12, responses of legislators 
who selected "not familiar" as their response were not included in the program 
effectiveness scores. Table 12 displays the effectiveness scores for all legislators 
responding to the study. 4-H youth programs (M = 4.12) and agricultural programs 
(M = 4.06) had the highest mean scores. All LCES programs were perceived as 
effective by the legislators responding to the study.
Table 13 displays the perception o f effectiveness scores by Senate and House 
membership. The Senate perceived agricultural programs (M = 3.92) as effective, 
followed by 4-H youth programs (M -  3.91), fisheries programs (M = 3.59), home


















Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Selected LCES Programs bv Legislators




















5) N M SD
4-H youth programs 15 0 0 16 49 27 92 4.12 0.68
Agricultural programs 
(county agents) 17 0 2 17 45 26 90 4.06 0.75
Home economics programs 28 0 5 26 31 17 79 3.76 0.87
Community and agricultural 
leadership development 35 1 3 31 24 13 72 3.63 0.88
Fisheries programs 39 0 10 20 27 11 68 3.57 0.94
Expanded Food and 
Nutrition Programs (EFNEP) 50 1 8 18 19 11 57 3.54 1.02
Note. N does not include "Not familiar" responses and "Not fami 
perception of effectiveness of LCES programs.
iar" responses were not included in the M score for the
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economics programs (M = 3.51), community and agricultural leadership development 
(M = 3.37), and EFNEP (M = 3.21).
The House perception of effectiveness of LCES programs differed from the 
Senate perception of effectiveness. The 4-H youth program (M = 4.19) and 
agricultural programs (M = 4 .11) were seen as very effective by House members.
Home economics (M = 3.84), community and agricultural leadership development (M 
= 3.72), EFNEP (M = 3.65), and fisheries programs (M = 3.57) were seen as effective. 
Table 13
Perceptions of the Effectiveness o f Selected LCES Programs bv Senate and 
House Members
Perception score means for
Program area Senate House
N M SD N M SD
Agricultural programs 
(county agents) 24 3.92 0.65 66 4.11 0.79
4-H youth programs 22 3.91 0.68 70 4.19 0.67
Home economics programs 18 3.51 1.04 61 3.84 0.81
Community and agricultural 
leadership development 19 3.37 0.91 53 3.72 0.86
Fisheries programs 17 3.59 0.87 51 3.57 0.96
Expanded Food and Nutrition 
Programs (EFNEP) 14 3.21 1.12 43 3.65 0.97
Mean 19.00 3.85 0.86 57.33 3.62 0.77
Note. The "Not familiar" score was not included in the legislators' score o f LCES
program effectiveness.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
58
The "not familiar" responses were not included in the House and Senate perception of 
program effectiveness scores in Table 13.
Research Question 4: Sources of Information that Influenced Legislators1 Perceptions 
of LCES Programs
Research question four was designed to determine what sources o f information 
had influenced the perceptions of the legislators responding to the study. Question 
seven on the survey instrument recorded the responses on a five-point Likert-type scale 
with values of one (no exposure), two (some exposure), three (moderate exposure), 
four (frequent exposure) and five (very frequent exposure) (see Table 14).
The legislators who responded to the survey indicated that printed information 
(M = 3.48), personal contacts (M = 3.40), newsletters (M = 3.38), newspaper articles 
(M = 3.26), attendance at LCES programs (M = 2.94), family experiences 
(M = 2.82), contact with legislative aides (M = 2.71), radio (M = 2.61), and phone 
calls to LCES (M = 2.52) provided moderate exposure to LCES. Visits to local LCES 
offices, personal contacts, television, newspaper articles, constituent contacts, and the 
LSU Agricultural Center video provided some exposure to LCES (see Table 14).
House members responding to the study also indicated that printed information 
(M = 3.42), newsletters (M = 3.41), personal contacts (M = 3.38), newspaper articles 
(M = 3.24), attendance at LCES programs (M = 3.02), family experiences (M = 2.83), 
contact with legislative aides (M = 2.62), radio (M = 2.64), and phone calls to LCES 
(M = 2.54) provided moderate exposure to LCES. The LSU Agricultural Center video 
provided the least exposure with a M of 1.64 (see Table 15).
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5) N M SD
Printed information 10 17 20 35 27 109 3.48 1.27
Personal contacts 14 19 16 29 31 109 3.41 1.41
Newsletters 10 19 20 36 22 107 3.38 1.26
Newspaper articles 13 19 23 33 20 108 3.26 1.29
Attendance at LCES programs 16 26 26 29 11 108 2.94 1,23
Family experiences 27 20 21 28 13 109 2.82 1.38
Contact with legislative aides 29 20 26 23 11 109 2.71 1.34











































5) N M SD
Phone calls to LCES 31 23 29 19 7 109 2.52 1.25
Visits to local LCES offices 34 22 28 17 7 108 2.45 1.26
Constituent groups 30 36 21 16 6 109 2.38 1.19
Television 34 26 24 21 3 108 2.38 1.21
LSU Agricultural Center video 76 9 17 6 1 109 1.61 1.01
Total 197 133 141 122 59 109 2.77 1.25
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As seen in Table 15, printed information (M = 3.64), personal contacts (M = 
3.46), newsletters (M = 3.32), newspaper articles (M = 3.32), attendance at LCES 
programs (M = 2.67), family experiences (M = 2.79), contacts with legislative aides (M 
= 2.93), and radio (M = 2.54) provided Senators moderate exposure to LCES 
programs . Visits to local LCES offices, phone calls to LCES offices, television, and 
Table 15
Sources of Information on LCES for Senate and House Members
Information source
Sources of information score means for
Senate House
N M SD N M SD
Printed information 28 3.64 1.16 81 3.42 1.31
Personal contacts 28 3.46 1.35 81 3.38 1.42
Newsletters 28 3.32 1.22 81 3.41 1.31
Newspaper articles 28 3.32 1.22 81 3.24 1.31
Attendance at LCES programs 27 2.67 1.00 81 3.02 1.29
Family experiences 27 2.79 1.34 81 2.83 1.39
Contact with legislative aides 28 2.93 1.33 81 2.62 1.34
Radio 28 2.54 1.30 80 2.64 1.19
Phone calls to LCES 28 2.46 1.20 81 2.54 1.28
Visits to local LCES offices 28 2.41 1.20 81 2.47 1.31
Constituent groups 27 2.29 1.10 80 2.41 1.21
Television 28 2.43 1.30 81 2.36 1.17
LSU Agricultural Center video 28 1.46 0.79 81 1.64 1.06
Mean 27.77 2.75 1.20 80.85 2.77 1.28
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constituent contacts were sources of information that provided some exposure to 
LCES. According to Senators, the LSU Agricultural Center video provided slight 
exposure to LCES.
Research Question 5: Legislators' Participation in LCES Programs
Research question five (survey question eight) was designed to determine
legislators' participation in LCES activities. Legislators responded "yes" or "no" to
participation in each activity. Table 16 shows that 57 (52%) o f the legislators
responding to the study had attended 4-H livestock shows. Fifty-five (50%) of the
legislators had attended a 4-H youth development activity. Only 11 (10%) had
attended a home economics workshop. Experiment station field days, although not an
LCES activity even though extension agents are very involved, was included in the
survey; 31% of the legislators had attended at least one o f these events.
Research Question 6: Differences in Familiarity with LCES Programs. Exposure to 
LCES Information Sources. Perception of the Effectiveness of LCES Programs, and 
Participation in LCES Activities bv Selected Characteristics
Research question six was designed to determine if there was a difference in 
familiarity with LCES programs, exposure to LCES information sources, perception of 
effectiveness of LCES programs and participation in LCES activities by selected 
characteristics. The characteristics used in these analyses included: position in 
legislature (House or Senate membership), committee assignments (whether they were 
members o f House or Senate Agriculture, Education, and Natural Resources
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Table 16











4-H livestock shows 15 13 53 42 39 52 57 52 52
4-H youth development 
activities 10 18 35 45 36 56 55 54 50
Parish advisory 
committees 11 17 39 25 56 31 36 73 33
Experiment Station field 
days 9 19 32 25 56 31 34 75 31
Community resource 
development meetings 7 21 25 24 57 30 31 78 28
Agricultural marketing 
meetings 7 21 25 18 63 22 25 84 23
Agricultural production 
meetings 9 19 32 15 66 18 24 85 22
Mall exhibits 7 21 25 17 64 21 24 85 22
Horticulture/gardening
programs 6 22 21 17 64 21 23 86 21
Fisheries programs 7 21 25 12 69 15 19 90 17
Leadership seminars 5 23 17 11 70 14 16 93 15
Home economics 
workshops 1 27 3 10 71 12 11 98 10
Total 38 102 37 95 310 31 143 412 35
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Committees; the Senate Finance or House Appropriations Committees; and the Senate 
Revenue and Fiscal Affairs or the House Ways and Means Committees.
To determine if differences existed in legislative familiarity by selected 
characteristics, t-tests were conducted. As seen in Table 17, the results indicated that 
the familiarity score mean for Democrat (M = 3.61) was significantly greater than the 
mean for Republican (M = 2.66) The mean for legislators serving on the Agriculture 
Committee (M = 3.95) was significantly higher than the mean for those not serving as 
members o f the Agriculture Committee (M = 3.16). There were no significant 
differences in the mean familiarity scores by legislator characteristics which included: 
legislative position, gender, race, member of Education Committees, member of 
Finance/Appropriations Committees, member of the Revenue & Fiscal Affairs/Ways & 
Means Committees and member of the Natural Resources Committees.
To determine if differences existed in legislators' exposure to LCES information 
sources by selected characteristics, t-tests were conducted. As seen on Table 18, the 
results indicated that the mean score for Democrat (M = 2.99) was significantly greater 
than the mean score for the Republican (M = 2.26).
The mean legislators' exposure to information sources score for serving on 
Agriculture Committees (M = 3.55) was significantly greater than the mean score for 
not serving as a member of the Agriculture Committees (M = 2.58). The mean for 
serving on Natural Resources Committees (M = 3.22) was significantly greater than the 
mean for not serving on Natural Resources Committees (M = 2.67) (see Table 18).
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Table 17
Familiarity with LCES Programs bv Selected Legislator Characteristics
Legislator characteristic n M SD t £
Party affiliation
Democrat 76 3.61 0.94
4.91 .01*Republican 32 2.66 0.84
Legislative position
House 81 3.32 1.02
.02 .98Senate 27 3.32 0.98
Gender
Male 97 3.34 0.99
.53 .61Female 11 3.16 1.19
Race
White 96 3.35 .97
.84 .40Black 12 3.02 1.29
Agriculture Committees
Non member 86 3.16 0.98
3.48 .00*Member 22 3.95 0.84
Education Committees
Non member 92 3.27 1.01
1.24 .22Member 16 3.61 0.99
Natural Resources Committees
Non member 86 3.28 1.03
.93 .35Member 22 3.51 0.89
Finance/Appropriations Committees
Non member 85 3.31 1.02
.28 .78Member 23 3.38 0.95
(table con'd.)
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Legislator characteristic n M SD t E
Revenue & Fiscal Affairs/Ways & Means Committees
Non member 86 3.27 1.01
Member 22 3.52 1.02 1.02 .31
*E = <05
Table 18
Legislators1 Exposure to Information Sources, bv Selected Legislator Characteristics
Legislator characteristic n M SD t fi
Party affiliation
Democrat 75 2.99 0.97
3.63 .01*Republican 31 2.26 0.89
Legislative position
House 79 2.78 1.04
.01 1.01Senate 27 2.78 0.89
Gender
Male 96 2.79 0.97
0.29 0.77Female 10 2.69 1.34
Race
White 96 2.82 .97
1.40 .17Black 10 2.36 1.21
Agriculture Committees
Non member 84 2.58 0.95
.44 .01*Member 22 3.55 0.82
Education Committees
Non member 90 2.72 1.01
1.44 .15Member 16 3.11 0.87
(table con'A)
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Legislator characteristic n M SD t e
Natural Resources Committees
Non member 84 2.67 0.99
Member 22 3.22 0.91 2.34 .02*
Finance/Appropriation Committees
Non member 84 2.75 1.03
Member 22 2.92 0.87 .71 .48
Ways & Means/Revenue & Fiscal Affairs Committees
Non member 85 2.74 0.98
Member 21 2.95 1.11 .84 .40
* £  = <05
There were no significant differences in the mean scores for the remaining 
legislator characteristics which included: legislative position, gender, race, member of 
Education Committees, member of Finance/Appropriations Committees and member of 
Revenue & Fiscal Affairs/ Ways & Means Committees.
Inferential t-tests were conducted to determine if significant differences existed 
in legislators' perception of effectiveness mean scores by selected characteristics. As 
seen on Table 19, the results indicated that the mean score for Democrat (M = 3.91) 
was significantly greater than the mean score for Republican (M = 3.59). The mean 
score for serving on the Agriculture Committees (M = 4.27) was significantly greater 
than the mean score for those not serving as a member of the Agriculture Committees 
(M = 3.66).
There were no significant differences in the means for the remaining legislator 
characteristics which included: legislative position, gender, race, member of Education
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Committees, member of Natural Resources Committees, member of
Finance/Appropriations Committees, and member of Revenue and Fiscal Affairs/Ways
& Means Committees.
Inferential t-tests were conducted to determine if significant differences existed 
in legislators' participation in LCES programs mean scores by selected characteristics. 
As seen on Table 20, the results indicated that the mean score for those not serving on 
the Agriculture Committees (M = 1.76) was significantly greater than the mean score 
for those serving as a member of the Agriculture Committees (M = 1.62).
Table 19
Legislators' Perception o f the Effectiveness of LCES Programs, bv Selected Leeislator 
Characteristics
Legislator characteristic n M SD t
Party affiliation
Democrat 70 3.91 0.74
Republican 28 3.59 0.56 2.54 .01*
Legislative position
House 72 3.85 0.69
Senate 26 3.62 0.77 1.38 .17
Gender
Male 90 3.79 0.69
Female 8 3.72 1.01 0.29 .77
Race
White 96 2.80 1.31
Black 11 2.00 1.76 1.86 .07
(table con'd.)
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Legislator characteristic n M SD t E
Agriculture Committees
Non member 77 3.66 0.67
Member 21 4.27 0.69 3.67 .00*
Education Committees
Non member 83 3.74 0.73
Member 15 4.06 0.59 1.61 .11
Natural Resources Committees
Non member 76 3.69 0.69
Member 22 4.11 0.74 2.42 .23
Finance/Appropriation Committees
Non member 76 3.79 0.74
Member 22 3.79 0.66 0.00 .99
Ways & Means/Revenue & Fiscal Affairs Committees
Non member 79 3.77 0.73
Member 19 3.86 0.69 .50 .62
* E = <05 
Table 20
Legislators' Participation in LCES Programs, bv Selected Legislator Characteristics
Legislator characteristic n M SD t E
Party affiliation
Democrat 77 1.79 0.21
Republican 32 1.71 0.23 1.98 .046*
Legislative position
House 81 1.73 0.23
Senate 28 1.72 0.23 .23 .82
(table con'd.)
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Legislator characteristic n M SD t £
Gender
Male 98 1.72 0.22
Female 11 1.77 0.29 .68 .49
Race
White 97 1.28 .23
Black 12 1.22 .22 .91 .36
Agriculture Committees
Non member 86 1.76 0.22
Member 23 1.62 0.24 2.59 .01*
Education Committees
Non-member 93 1.74 0.22
Member 16 1.65 0.27 1.51 .14
Natural Resources Committees
Non member 86 1.73 0.24
Member 23 1.72 0.19 .09 .92
Finance/Appropriations Committees
Non member 86 1.77 0.23
Member 23 1.74 0.21 .34 .74
Ways & Means/Revenue & Fiscal Affairs Committees
Non member 87 1.73 0.23
Member 22 1.74 0.22 0.21 .82
* £ = <.05
The mean score for Democrat (M = 1.79) was significantly greater than the 
mean score for Republican (M = 1.71). There were no significant differences in the 
means for the remaining legislator characteristics which included: legislative position, 
gender, race, member of Education Committees, member of Natural Resources 
Committees, member o f Finance Committee/Appropriations, and Ways & Means
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Committees, member of Finance Committee/Appropriations, and Ways & Means 
/Revenue & Fiscal Affairs Committees. This information is shown in Table 20.
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' means on familiarity scores by legislators' place 
of residence. The variable place of residence had five levels which included rural farm, 
rural non-farm, town up to 9,999 population, city 10,000 - 49,999 population, and city
50,000 and over population. As seen in Table 21, the ANOVA (F = 5.42, p = .00), 
revealed a significant difference existed in familiarity by place of residence.
Table 21
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Familiarity with LCES programs bv Place of 
Residence
Source df SS MS F e
Between groups 4 18.72 4.68 5.42 .00*
Within groups 103 88.93 0.86
Total 107 107.66
* U  =  <-05
Duncan’s procedure for post-hoc mean comparison was conducted and showed
the following:
•  The mean familiarity score for legislators from cities of 50,000 and over
population (M = 2.88), was significantly less than the mean familiarity score for 
legislators from areas that were rural non farm (M = 3.45) rural, farm (M = 
3.77), and towns up to 9,999 population (M = 3.96).
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A one-way analysis o f variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' mean exposure to LCES information sources 
scores by the legislators' place o f  residence. The variable place o f residence had five 
levels as indicated in the previous paragraph. As seen in Table 22, the ANOVA (F = 
4.59, p = .00), revealed a significant difference in legislators' exposure to LCES 
information sources by place o f  residence.
Table 22
Analysis o f Variance in the Legislators' Exposure to Information Sources bv Place of 
Residence
Source df SS MS F E
Between groups 4 16.21 4.05 4.59 0.00*
Within groups 101 89.03 0.88
Total 105 105.25
*p = <05
Duncan's procedure for post-hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the 
following:
•  The mean exposure to information sources score for city, 50,000 and over
population (M = 2.25) was significantly less than the mean for town up to 9,999 
in population (M = 3.11), rural, non farm (M = 3.15), and rural, farm (M = 
3.20).
A one-way analysis o f variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' means on perception of the effectiveness of 
LCES programs scores, by place of residence. The variable place o f residence had the
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' means on perception o f the effectiveness of 
LCES programs scores, by place of residence. The variable place o f residence had the 
same levels as previously indicated. As seen in Table 23, the ANOVA (F = 3.31, p = 
.01), revealed a significant difference in legislators' perception o f effectiveness by place 
of residence.
Table 23
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Perception of the Effectiveness o f LCES 
Programs, bv Place of Residence
Source df SS MS F E
Between groups 4 23.02 5.75 3.31 0.01*
Within groups 102 177.01 1.73
Total 106 200.04
*U =  <05
Duncan’s procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the
following:
•  The mean effectiveness score for legislators whose place of residence was rural 
non-farm (M = 3.01) was significantly greater than the mean for city, 50,000 
and over population (M = 2.21).
•  The mean effectiveness score for legislators whose place of residence was town 
up to 9,999 population (M = 3.44) was significantly greater than the mean for 
city, 50,000 and over population (M = 2.43) and for city 10,000 to 49,999 
population (M = 2.43).
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' mean participation in LCES programs scores, by 
place of residence. The variable place of residence had the same levels as previously 
indicated. As seen in Table 24, the ANOVA (F = 1.84, p = . 12), revealed no 
differences existed in legislators' participation scores by place o f residence.
Table 24
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Participation in LCES Programs, bv Place of 
Residence
Source df s s MS F E
Between groups 4 0.36 0.09 1.84 0.12
Within groups 104 5.14 0.04
Total 108 5.51
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine the differences that existed 
among legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, exposure to LCES information 
sources, perception o f effectiveness of LCES programs, and participation in LCES 
activities by place o f residence is summarized on Table 25.
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' mean familiarity scores by district description. 
The variable, district description had six levels which included: rural, rural/suburban, 
rural/urban, suburban, suburban/urban and urban. As seen on Table 26 (F = 6.69, p = 
.00), a significant difference existed in legislators' familiarity scores by district 
description.


















Summary of Differences in Legislators' Familiarity with LCES Programs. Exposure to LCES Information Sources. Perception of 
Effectiveness of LCES Programs, and Participation in LCES Activities, bv Place of Residence
Place of residence
Place of residence
Rural farm Rural, non-farm












City over 50,000 
population Fam, Info Fam, Info, Eff Fam, Info, Eff
Note. "Fam", "Info", "Ef fand "Part" indicate that the legislators' familiarity, information sources, perception of effectiveness, 
or participation score for the legislator place of residence in that column is significantly higher than the score for the place of 





Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Familiarity with LCES Programs, bv District 
Description
Source df SS MS F £
Between groups 5 26.61 5.32 6.69 .00*
Within groups 102 81.04 0.79
Total 107 107.66
* £  = <05
Duncan's procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the 
following:
•  The mean familiarity score for suburban (M = 2.45) was significantly less than 
the mean for rural/suburban (M = 3.44), rural/urban (M = 3.52), and rural (M =
3.89).
•  The mean familiarity score for urban (M = 2.69) was significantly less than the 
mean for rural/suburban (M = 3.43), rural/urban (M = 3.52), and rural (M =
3.89).
•  The mean familiarity score for suburban/urban (M = 3.03) was significantly less 
than the mean for rural (M = 3.89).
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine the 
differences among legislators' mean exposure to information sources scores by district 
description. The variable, district description, had six levels which were described in 
previous paragraphs. As seen on Table 27, the ANOVA (F = 8.18, j> = .00), revealed a
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significant difference existed in legislators' exposure to information sources by district 
description..
Table 27
Analysis o f Variance in the Legislators' Exposure to Information Sources, bv District 
Description
Source df SS MS F £
Between groups 5 30.55 6.11 8.18 .00*
Within groups 100 74.69 0.74
Total 105 105.25
* £  = <05
Duncan's procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the
following:
•  The mean exposure to information sources score for urban (M = 1.90) was
significantly less than the mean for rural/suburban (M = 2.82), rural/urban (M =
2.99), and rural (M = 3.43).
•  The mean exposure to information sources score for suburban (M = 2.14) was
significantly less than the mean for rural/suburban (M = 2.82), rural/urban (M =
2.99), and rural ( M  = 3.43).
•  The mean exposure to information sources score for suburban/urban (M = 2.20)
was significantly less than the mean for rural/suburban (M = 2.82), rural/urban 
(M = 2.99), and rural (M = 3.43).
•  The mean for rural/suburban (M = 2.82) was significantly less than the mean for
rural (M = 3.43).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
78
A one-way analysis o f variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' mean perception of LCES program effectiveness 
scores, by district description. The variable district description had the same levels as 
previously indicated. As seen in Table 28, the ANOVA (F = 4.46, g = .00), revealed 
significant differences existed in legislators' perception of effectiveness by district 
description.
Table 28
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Perception o f the Effectiveness of LCES 
Programs, bv District Description
Source df s s MS F £
Between groups 5 36.19 7.23 4.46 .00*
Within groups 101 163.85 1.62
Total 106 200.04
*U = <05
Duncan's procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the
following:
•  The perception of effectiveness scores mean for urban (M = 1-71) was 
significantly less than the mean for rural/suburban (M = 2.83). rural/urban (M = 
3.09), and rural (M = 3.34).
•  The perception of effectiveness scores mean for suburban/urban (M = 2.28) was 
significantly less than the mean for rural (M = 3.34).
A one-way analysis o f variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed among legislators' mean participation in LCES programs scores, by
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district description The variable description had the same levels as previously 
indicated. As seen on Table 29, the ANOVA (F = 3.97, p = .00), revealed a significant 
difference existed in legislators' participation in LCES programs by district description. 
Table 29
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Participation in LCES Programs, bv District 
Description
Source df SS MS F
Between groups 5 0.89 0.17 3.97 .00*
Within groups 103 4.61 0.04
Total 108 5.5
* P  = <05
Duncan's procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the 
following:
•  The mean participation score for rural (M = 1.85) was significantly greater than 
the mean for rural/suburban (M = 1.71), suburban (M = 1.76), suburban/urban 
(M = 1.71), and urban (M = 1.59)
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine the differences that existed 
among legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, exposure to LCES information 
sources, perception of effectiveness of LCES programs, and participation in LCES 
activities by district description is summarized on Table 30.
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed in legislators' mean familiarity scores by occupation. The variable 
occupation included: attorney, business (non-agricultural), business (agricultural), real


















Summary of Differences in Legislators' Familiarity with LCES Programs. Exposure to LCES Information Sources. Perception 








Suburban Fam, Info, Part Fam, Info Fam, Info
Suburban/urban Fam, Info, Eff, Part Info Info
Urban Fam, Info, Eff, Part Fam, Info, Eff Fam, Info, Eff
Note. "Fam", "Info", "Eff', and "Part" indicate that the legislators' familiarity, information sources, perception of effectiveness, 
or participation score for the legislator district description in that column is significantly higher than the score for the district 
description in the corresponding row.
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estate/insurance, education, retired, and other. As seen on Table 31, the ANOVA (F= 
2.98, £  = .01), revealed significant differences in legislators' familiarity with LCES 
programs by occupation.
Table 31
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Familiarity with LCES Programs, bv 
Occupation
Source df SS MS F U
Between groups 6 16.66 2.77 2.98 .01*
Within groups 94 87.52 0.93
Total 100 101.19
* P = <05
Duncan's procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the
following:
•  The mean familiarity score for attorney (M = 2.98) was significantly less than 
the mean for retired (M = 3.84), education (M = 3.85), and business 
(agricultural) (M = 3.96).
•  The mean familiarity score for other (M = 2.90) was significantly less than the 
mean for business (agricultural) (M = 3.96).
•  The mean familiarity score for real estate/insurance (M = 2.96) was significantly 
less than the mean for business (agricultural) (M = 3.96).
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if 
differences existed in the mean legislators' LCES information sources scores, by 
legislators' occupation. The variable occupation had the same levels as previously
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indicated. As seen on Table 32, the ANOVA (F = 3.73, £ = .00), revealed a significant 
difference existed in legislators' exposure to LCES information sources by occupation. 
Table 32
Analysis of Variance in the Exposure to Information Sources, by Occupation
Source df SS MS F E
Between groups 6 20.06 3.34 3.73 .00*
Within groups 91 81.42 0.89
Total 97 101.49
* P = <05
•  The mean LCES information sources score for attorney (M = 2.34) was 
significantly less than the mean for business (agricultural) (M = 3.33), education 
(M = 3.49), and retired (M = 3.53).
•  The mean LCES information sources scores for real estate/insurance (M =
2.42) was significantly less than the mean for business (agricultural) (M = 3.33), 
education (M = 3.49), and retired (M = 3.53).
•  The mean LCES information sources scores for other (M = 2.43) was 
significantly less than the mean for business (agricultural) (M = 3.33), education 
(M = 3.49), and retired (M = 3.53).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to determine the differences in 
mean legislators' perception of effectiveness scores by occupation. The variable 
occupation had the same levels as previously indicated. As seen on Table 33, the
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ANOVA (F = 2.07, £ = .06), revealed no significant differences existed in legislators' 
perceptions of the effectiveness of LCES programs by occupation.
Table 33
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Perception of the Effectiveness o f LCES 
Programs, by Legislators' Occupation
Source df SS MS F E
Between groups 6 22.47 3.74 2.07 0.06
Within groups 92 166.07 1.80
Total 98 188.54
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to determine the differences in 
mean legislators' participation in LCES programs scores by occupation. The variable 
occupation had the same levels as previously indicated. As seen on Table 34, the 
ANOVA (F = 3.28, £ = .00), revealed a significant difference in legislators' 
participation in LCES programs by occupation.
Table 34
Analysis of Variance in the Legislators' Participation in LCES Programs, bv 
Occupation
Source df SS MS F E
Between groups 6 0.9 0.15 3.28 o o *
Within groups 94 4.31 0.04
Total 100 5.22
* p = <05
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Duncan's procedure for post hoc comparisons was conducted and showed the 
following:
•  The mean participation score for business (agricultural) (M = 1.44) was
significantly greater than the mean for business (non-agricultural) (M = 1-27), 
real estate/insurance (M = 1.21), other (M = 1.20), and attorney (M = 1-18).
•  The mean participation score for education (M = 1.40) was significantly greater
than the mean for attorney (M = 1.18).
•  The mean participation score for retired (M = 1.38) was significantly greater
than the mean for attorney (M = 1.18).
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine the differences that existed 
among legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, exposure to LCES information 
sources, perception of effectiveness of LCES programs, and participation in LCES 
activities, by occupation, is summarized on table 35.
Research Question 7: Correlation between Legislators' Years of Service and Age and 
Legislators' Familiarity with LCES. Perception of Effectiveness. Exposure to 
Information Sources. Participation in LCES Programs
Research question seven was designed to determine if correlations existed
between the scale mean for two variables, years of service and age, and the scale means
for familiarity with LCES programs, perception of effectiveness of LCES programs,
exposure to LCES information sources, and participation in LCES programs.
Correlation coefficients for each relationship are presented in Table 32. The
interpretation of the correlation coefficients is based on the set of descriptors by
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Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs (1979): .00 to .30 - little if any correlation; .30 to .50 - low 
correlation; .50 to .70 - moderate correlation; .70 to .90 - high correlation; and .90 to
1.00 - very high correlation. The data showed that little if any correlation existed 
between the two variables, years of service and age, and the four score means (Hinkle, 
Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979).
Table 36
Correlation between Legislators' Years of Service and Age and Legislators' Familiarity. 















House 0.07 # .06 # .02 # .09 ft
Senate 0.03 # -.19 # .06 # .10 #
Total 0.06 # -.04 # .00 # .04 #
Age 0.20 # i b •̂i # .15 # .24 it-
Note. # = little if any correlation, ## = low correlation, ### = moderate correlation,
#### = high correlation, and ft M M  = very high correlation (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 
1979).
Research Question 8: Stepwise Regression Analysis of Legislators' Familiarity with 
LCES. Exposure to Information Sources. Perception of Effectiveness, and 
Participation in LCES Programs bv Selected Characteristics
Research question eight was designed to determine if selected characteristics of
legislators explained a significant proportion of the variance in familiarity, perception of
effectiveness, exposure to information sources, and participation in LCES activities.
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Table 37 displays the result o f the stepwise regression analysis for the 
familiarity scale. A variable was included in the model if it contributed one percent or 
more to the explained variance. Party affiliation was the best predictor of familiarity. 
Considered alone, this variable explained 18% of the variance in familiarity. The other 
variable explained an additional 4% of the variance in familiarity, this variable was 
description o f residence. The other variables shown in the table did not explain a 
significant proportion of the variance and were not included in the stepwise regression 
model.
Table 38 displays the result of the stepwise regression analysis of legislators' 
perception o f effectiveness of LCES programs by selected characteristics. For this 
stepwise regression, the mean value scales for those who responded "not familiar" were 
removed from the regression. Also, only those respondents who rated five out o f six of 
the effectiveness scales were included. It was judged by the researcher that if a 
respondent did not feel familiar enough with a program area to rate its effectiveness (by 
responding with "not familiar" to more than two of the program areas), his/her scores 
would not be included in this analysis. The variables not included in the stepwise 
regression model are also shown in Table 38.
Agriculture Committee membership was the best predictor of perception. 
Considered alone, this variable explained 12% of the variance in perception, the other 
variable explained an additional 11% of the variance. The variables were years in 
House and years in Senate.
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Table 37
Stepwise Regression Analysis of LCES Familiarity and Selected Characteristics
Source of variation SS df MS F ratio Prob. of t
Regression 19.81 1 19.81 23.73 0.0000
Residual 87.66 105 0.83
Total 107.47 106 20.64
Variables in the equation
Variables R2 Cum R2 t Signt
Party affiliation 0.18 0.18 4.87 0.0000
Description of residence 0.04 0.23 2.49 0.0001
Variables not in the equation
Variable t Signt





Years in House 0.02 0.9862
Years in Senate 0.40 0.6907
Years total 0.23 0.8185
Education Committee membership 0.84 0.4028
Natural Resources Committee membership 0.20 0.8409
Finance Committee membership 0.17 0.8664
Ways & Means Committee membership 0.99 0.3245
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Table 38
Stepwise Regression Analysis o f LCES Perception Score and Selected Characteristics
Source of variation SS df MS F ratio Prob. of F
Regression 6.01 1 6.01 9.37 0.00
Residual 44.22 69 0.64
Total 50.23 70 6.65
Variables in the equation
Variables R: Cum R2 t Prob of t
Agriculture Committee membership 0.12 0.12 3.06 0.00
Years in House 0.07 0.19 2.38 0.00
Years in Senate 0.04 0.27 2.25 0.03
Variables not in the equation
Variable t £





Years total 0.00 1.00
Education Committee membership 0.72 0.47
Natural Resources Committee 
membership 0.76 0.45
Finance Committee membership 0.21 0.84
Ways & Means Committee membership 0.87 0.39
Description of residence 0.51 0.61
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Table 39
Stepwise Regression Analysis of LCES Sources o f Information and Selected
Characteristics





Regression 16.01 1 16.01 18.70 0.0000
Residual 88.21 103 0.86
Total 104.22 104 16.87
Variables in the equation
Variable R: Cum R? t Prob of t
Agriculture Committee membership 0.15 0.15 4.32 0.0000
Party affiliation 0.06 0.21 2.77 0.0066
Description of residence 0.03 0.24 2.70 0.0082
Variables not in the equation
Variable t Signt
Natural Resources Committee membership 1.53 0.1280
Ways & Means Committee membership 1.45 0.1494





Years in House 0.38 0.7077
Years in Senate 0.94 0.3511
Years total 0.08 0.9389
Finance Committee membership 0.47 0.6405
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Table 39 displays the results of the stepwise regression analysis of LCES 
sources of information by selected characteristics. Agriculture Committee membership 
was the best predictor of the legislators' sources of LCES information scores. 
Considered alone, the variable explained 15 % of the variance in the variable. The 
other variables explained 9% of the variance. The other variables are party affiliation 
and description of residence. Variables that did not explain a significant proportion of 
the variance are also shown in the table.
Table 40 displays the results of the stepwise regression analysis of legislators'
participation in LCES activities scores by selected characteristics. Age was the best
predictor of participation in LCES activities. Considered alone, this variable explained
6% of the variance, the other variable explained an additional 4% of the variance in the
participation score. The variable was Agriculture Committee membership. The
variables not included in the stepwise regression model are listed in the table.
Research Question 9: Relationship between Legislators' Familiarity with LCES 
Programs and Their Perception of Effectiveness of the Program
Research question nine was designed to determine the relationship between 
legislators' familiarity with selected LCES programs and their perception of the 
effectiveness of the programs. The interpretations of the correlations were based on 
the set of descriptors suggested by Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs (1979).
The data in Table 41 show that legislators' familiarity with agriculture, home 
economics, leadership and fisheries programs were moderately correlated with
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 40
Stepwise Regression Analysis of LCES Participation Scores and Selected
Characteristics
Source of variation SS df MS F ratio Prob. of p
Regression 0.33 1 0.33 6.70 0.0110
Residual 5.14 106 0.05
Total 5.47 107 0.38
Variables in the equation
Variable R2 Cum R: t Prob of t
Age 0.06 0.06 2.59 0.0110
Agriculture Committee membership 0.04 0.10 2.14 0.0350
Variables not in the equation
Variable t Signt
Description of residence 1.39 0.1678




Years in House 0.01 0.9961
Years total 0.01 0.9961
Party affiliation 0.91 0.3658
Education Committee membership 0.88 0.3811
Natural Resources Committee 
membership 0.90 0.3730
Finance Committee membership 0.05 0.9644
Ways & Means Committee 
membership 0.17 0.8630
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the legislators' effectiveness; legislators' familiarity with 4-H and EFNEP programs had 
low correlations with legislators' effectiveness scores.
Table 41
Relationship between Legislators' Familiarity with Selected LCES Programs and Their 
Perception o f the Effectiveness of the Total Program
Program r Strength o f correlation
Extension leadership programs 0.55 II a a
Extension agriculture programs 0.54 II a a
Extension fisheries programs 0.53 II im
Extension home economics programs 0.53 II a a
Extension 4-H youth programs 0.47 M
Expanded Food and Nutrition Programs 
(EFNEP) 0.46 M
Mote. N = 108, and # = little if any correlation, ## = low correlation, ### = moderate
correlation, M i l  II = high correlation, and dll If If II = very high correlation (Hinkle, 
Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979).
Research Question 10: Relationship between Legislators' Information Sources Scores 
and Perception of Effectiveness of Selected Extension Programs
Objective ten was designed to determine if there is a relationship between 
legislators' exposure to selected information sources and the perception o f effectiveness 
of LCES programs score. Interpretations of the correlation coefficients were based on 
the set of descriptors suggested by Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs (1979).
Legislators' exposure to LCES by phone calls to LCES offices, personal 
contacts, printed information, constituent group contacts, contacts with legislative 
aides, attendance at LCES programs, visits to local LCES offices, family experiences 
and newspaper articles was moderately correlated with perception o f effectiveness.
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Exposure to newsletters and radio had low correlations with perception of 
effectiveness. Exposure to the LSU Agricultural Center video had little if any 
correlation with legislators' perceptions of the effectiveness o f LCES programs (see 
Table 42).
Table 42
Relationship between Exposure to Selected Information Sources and Legislators' 
Perceptions o f the Effectiveness of LCES Programs
Information source r Strength o f correlation
Phone calls to LCES offices 0.59 I !  I f  I fn  / /  f f
Personal contacts 0.59 n  i t  i tT TT t T TI t  I t  f t
Printed information 0.57 I t  I t  I tTT F F f  FI t  f t  f t
Constituent group contacts 0.56 f f  f f  f fi f  f f  f f
Contact with legislative aides 0.54 f t  I t  I t  IT I I  TTt t  t t  f t
Attendance at LCES programs 0.53 f f  f f  f ff f  f f
Visits to local LCES offices 0.52 f f  f f  f fT t t t t t
Family experience 0.51 f f  f f  f f  r T T r f f




LSU Agricultural Center video 0.22 #
Note. N = 70, and #  = little if any correlation, ## = low correlation, ### = moderate
correlation, //////// = high correlation, and ////////// = very high correlation (Hinkle, 
Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979).
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to determine the perceptions that the members of 
the 1997 Louisiana Legislature hold of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
and to identify factors that might affect these perceptions. The research questions 
were:
1. To describe the demographic characteristics of the 1997 Louisiana Legislators 
and their districts.
2. To describe the familiarity that members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature had 
with selected program areas of the LCES.
3. To determine the perceptions that members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature 
had of the effectiveness of LCES programs.
4. To determine which sources of LCES information influenced the perceptions of 
the members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature toward LCES.
5. To determine the amount of participation in LCES programs by members o f the 
1997 Louisiana Legislature.
6. To determine if there is a difference in Legislators' familiarity with LCES 
programs, perception of program effectiveness, exposure to information sources, and 
participation in LCES activities by selected characteristics. The characteristics used in 
these analyses were: position in Legislature (House or Senate membership), and
95
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committee assignments (House and Senate Agriculture, Education and Natural 
Resources Committees; the Senate Finance and House Appropriations Committees; 
and the Senate Revenue & Fiscal Affairs and the House Ways & Means Committees).
7. To determine if correlations exist between two demographic variables, 
legislators' years o f service and age, and legislators' familiarity with extension 
programs, perception of program effectiveness, information sources and participation 
in LCES programs.
8. To determine if selected characteristics of legislators explain significant 
proportions of the variance in: familiarity with LCES programs, perception of LCES 
program effectiveness, exposure to LCES information sources, and participation in 
LCES programs. The characteristics used in the regression analysis were: chamber of 
the legislature, gender, race, age, years o f service in the legislature, legislative 
committee membership, place of residence, characteristics of district, occupation and 
party affiliation.
9. To determine if there is a relationship between legislators' familiarity with LCES 
programs and legislators' perception of the effectiveness of the program.
10. To determine if there is a relationship between the degree to which selected 
information sources have informed legislators and their perception of the effectiveness 
of the LCES.
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Procedure
The population for the study included members of the Louisiana Legislature 
over time and the sample included members of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature. The 
survey instrument's validity was assessed by an expert panel made up of faculty 
members from the LSU School of Vocational Education and LCES administrators.
The instrument was field tested on ten former legislators selected from different parts 
o f Louisiana. Seven of the ten responded. Minor changes were made in the instrument 
as a result of the field test.
Personal data such as gender, race, and age was collected on each legislator 
from the Public Affairs Research Council, the Louisiana Legislature home page, and 
the Department o f Elections and Voter Registration.
The survey information was collected by LCES faculty who were located in 
parishes corresponding with the legislators' districts. The survey was completed by the 
legislator without any input from the extension agent. The completed survey was 
sealed and given back to the extension agent, who mailed it in a pre-addressed 
envelope to the author's major professor.
Of the 144 legislators contacted, 109 surveys (76%) were returned. The SPSS 
computer program was used for data analysis. Descriptive statistics were used to 
describe the personal characteristics of respondents. Analysis of variance and t-tests 
were used to determine if there were significant differences in legislators' familiarity 
with LCES programs, perceptions of effectiveness o f LCES programs, exposure to
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LCES information, and participation in LCES activities by selected characteristics. 
Pearson's correlation coefficients were calculated between selected characteristics and 
legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, perception of effectiveness of LCES 
programs, exposure to LCES information sources, and participation in LCES activities. 
Stepwise regression was used to determine if selected variables explained a significant 
portion o f the variance in familiarity with LCES programs, perception of effectiveness 
of LCES programs, exposure to LCES information sources and participation in LCES 
activities. The alpha level was set a' priori' at .05.
Summary o f Findings
Research Question 1: Demographics of 1997 Louisiana Legislators 
Ninety-eight male and 11 female legislators participated in the study. Ninety- 
seven were white and 12 were black. The average age of members who participated in 
the study was 50 years, and 44 had less than five years of service in the legislature. 
One-fourth o f the Senators and over one-fourth of the House members described their 
districts as rural; four senators and seven representatives described their districts as 
urban.
Twenty-eight legislators listed their occupations as attorney and 16 were 
employed in real estate/insurance. Agribusiness, which included farmer, was the 
occupation cited by 12 of the legislators. The remaining legislators were distributed 
over a number of other fields. According to information provided by the Public Affairs
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
99
Research Council, Inc., Democrat was the dominant party affiliation in both Houses
(Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana, Inc., 1997).
The Public Affairs Research Council, Inc., also provided information on the
committee assignments for legislators. Senate and House committees were selected if
their function affected the LCES budget and activities. The five committee types
selected included: Senate Finance or House Appropriations; Senate Revenue & Fiscal
Affairs or House Ways & Means; and the House and Senate Agriculture, Education
and Natural Resources Committees.
Research Question 2: Legislators' Familiarity with LCES Programs
The legislators who responded to the survey indicated that they were familiar
with LCES. The 4-H program received the highest familiarity score for a LCES
program, agriculture programs ranked next, and home economics ranked third,
followed by community and agricultural leadership development.
Research Question 3: Legislators' Perception of the Effectiveness o f  LCES 
Programs
The agriculture and 4-H programs were perceived as very effective by the 
legislators; home economics, community development and leadership, fisheries, and 
EFNEP were perceived as effective.
Research Question 4: Legislators' Exposure to LCES Information Sources 
The legislators who responded to the survey indicated that printed information, 
personal contacts, newsletters and newspaper articles provided moderate exposure to 
LCES. Other sources of LCES information that provided some exposure were
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attendance at LCES programs, family experiences, contact with legislative aides, radio,
phone calls to LCES, visits to local LCES offices, personal contacts, television,
newspaper articles and constituent contacts. The LSU Agricultural Center video
provided very little exposure.
Research Question 5: Legislators' Participation in LCES Activities
A majority of the legislators had attended at least one 4-H youth development
activity, especially 4-H livestock shows. Community resource development meetings
and parish advisory committee meetings were attended by 36 (33%) o f the 109
legislators responding to the study. Only 11 (10%) of the legislators had attended a
home economics workshop.
Research Question 6: Differences in Legislators' Familiarity with LCES 
Programs. Perception o f Effectiveness of LCES Programs. Exposure to LCES 
Information Sources, and Participation in LCES Activities, bv Selected 
Characteristics
Democrats and members of the Agriculture Committees were more familiar 
with LCES programs than Republicans and those who were not on the Agricultural 
Committee. Democrats, members of the Natural Resources Committees and members 
o f the Agriculture Committees were more likely to be exposed to LCES information 
sources than Republicans and those who were not on the Agriculture or Natural 
Resources Committees, as revealed by the t-test s.
For the variable perception of effectiveness, there were significant differences 
by party affiliation and membership on the Agriculture Committees. Democrats and 
members of the Agriculture Committees perceived LCES as more effective than
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Republicans and those who were not on the Agriculture Committees. For the variable 
legislators' participation in LCES programs, Democrats and members o f the 
Agriculture Committees participated in LCES programs more than Republicans and 
those who were not on the Agriculture Committees.
A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed there were significant 
differences in the legislators' familiarity with LCES programs by place o f residence. 
Legislators from cities with population 50,000 and over were significantly less familiar 
with LCES programs than those from towns with populations of up to 9,999, rural 
non-farm, and rural. Legislators' familiarity with LCES programs for those from cities 
(population 10,000 - 49,999) was significantly less than for those from towns 
(population up to 9,999).
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences in the Legislators' 
exposure to LCES information sources by place of residence. Legislators from cities 
(population 50,000 and over) exposure to LCES information sources was significantly 
less than those from towns (population up to 9,999), rural non-farm, and rural farm.
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences in the legislators' 
perception of effectiveness o f LCES programs by place o f residence. The legislators' 
perception o f effectiveness for those from cities (population 50,000 and over) was 
significantly less than the perception of effectiveness for those from rural non-farm and 
towns (population up to 9,999). The perception of effectiveness for those legislators
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from cities (population 10,000 - 49,999) was significantly less than the perception of 
effectiveness for those legislators from towns (population up to 9,999).
The ANOVA revealed there were no significant differences in legislators' 
participation in LCES programs by place of residence. The ANOVA revealed there 
were significant differences in legislators' familiarity with LCES programs by district 
description. Suburban legislators' familiarity with LCES programs was significantly 
less than the familiarity reported by rural/suburban, rural, urban, and rural legislators. 
Urban legislators' familiarity with LCES programs was significantly less than that for 
rural/suburban, rural/urban, and rural legislators. Suburban/urban legislators' familiarity 
with LCES programs was significantly less than that reported by rural legislators.
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences in legislators' exposure 
to LCES information sources by district description. Urban legislators' exposure to 
information sources was significantly less than legislators from rural/suburban, 
rural/urban, and rural districts. Suburban legislators' exposure to information sources 
was significantly less than for legislators from rural/suburban, rural/urban, and rural 
districts. Suburban/urban legislators' exposure to LCES information sources was 
significantly less than that for legislators from rural/suburban, rural/urban, and rural 
districts. Rural/suburban legislators' exposure to LCES information sources was 
significantly less than that for legislators from rural districts.
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences among legislators' 
perceptions o f the effectiveness of LCES programs by district description. Urban
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legislators' perceptions o f effectiveness were significantly less than for rural/suburban, 
rural/urban, and rural legislators. Suburban/urban legislators perceptions of 
effectiveness were less than those of rural legislators.
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences among legislators' 
participation in LCES programs by district description. Rural legislators reported 
greater participation than rural/suburban, suburban, suburban/urban, and urban 
legislators.
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences in legislators' 
familiarity with LCES programs by occupation. The familiarity score for attorneys was 
significantly less than the mean score for legislators who were retired, legislators who 
were educators, and legislators in business (agricultural). Legislators from "other" 
occupations and from real estate/insurance were less familiar with LCES programs than 
legislators from business (agricultural).
The ANOVA revealed there were significant differences in the legislators' 
exposure to LCES information sources by occupation. The mean score for attorney 
was significantly less than the mean for legislators in business (agricultural) and 
education, and those who were retired. The mean score for legislators in real 
estate/insurance were significantly less than the mean score for legislators in business 
(agricultural), education, and those who were retired. The mean score for those in 
"other" occupations was significantly less than the mean score for those who listed their 
occupations as business (agricultural), education, and retired.
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The ANOVA revealed no significant differences in legislators' perceptions of
effectiveness o f LCES programs by occupation. The ANOVA revealed there were
significant differences in the legislators' participation in LCES activities by occupation.
Legislators in business (agricultural) participated in LCES activities more than
legislators in business (non-agricultural), real estate/insurance, attorney, and "other"
occupations. Legislators with occupations in education and those who were retired
participated in LCES activities more than legislators who were attorneys.
Research Question 7: Correlations Between Age of Legislators and Legislators' 
Years of Service, and Legislators' Familiarity with LCES. Perception of 
Effectiveness. Exposure to Information Sources, and Participation in LCES 
Programs
Correlation coefficients were calculated between age of the legislators and their
years of service, and their familiarity with LCES programs, participation in LCES
activities, perception of the effectiveness of LCES programs, and exposure to LCES
information sources; little, if any, correlation existed.
Research Question 8: Characteristics that Explain Variance in Legislators' 
Familiarity with LCES Programs. Perception o f Effectiveness o f  LCES 
Programs. Exposure to LCES Information Sources, and Participation in LCES 
Activities
Stepwise regression analysis was used to determine if selected variables 
explained a significant proportion of the variance in the familiarity with LCES 
programs, perception of effectiveness of LCES programs, exposure to LCES 
information sources, and participation in LCES activities variables.
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Party affiliation was the best predictor of legislators' familiarity with LCES 
programs.. Considered alone, this variable explained 18% of the variance in familiarity. 
Description of residence was the other variable that explained an additional 4 %  o f the 
variance in familiarity with LCES programs. Agriculture Committee membership was 
the best predictor o f legislators' perception of effectiveness o f LCES programs, 
explaining 12% of the variance. Other variables that explained an additional 11% of 
the variance were: years in the House, and years in the Senate. Agriculture 
Committee membership also explained 15% of the variance for legislators' sources of 
LCES information. The other variables that explained an additional 9%  of the variance 
included: party affiliation and description of residence. Age was the best predictor of 
legislators' participation in LCES programs. Considered alone, this variable explained 
6% o f the variance. Agriculture Committee membership was the other variable that 
explained an additional 4% of the variance.
Research Question 9: Relationship Between Legislators' Familiarity with LCES
Programs and Their Perception of the Effectiveness of LCES Programs
Correlation coefficients were calculated between legislators' familiarity with 
LCES programs and legislators' perception of effectiveness of LCES programs. The 
data showed that extension agriculture, home economics, leadership and fisheries 
programs were moderately correlated with effectiveness. 4-H, youth and EFNEP 
programs had low correlations with effectiveness.
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Research Question 10: Relationship Between Legislators' Exposure to LCES
Information Sources and Their Perception of Effectiveness of LCES Programs
Correlation coefficients were calculated between selected legislators' 
information sources on LCES and legislators' perceptions o f the effectiveness of LCES 
programs. The data revealed a relationship between phone calls to LCES offices, 
personal contacts, family experience, contact with legislative aides, printed information, 
visits to local LCES offices, attendance at LCES programs, phone calls to LCES 
offices and constituent group contacts with legislators' perception of the effectiveness 
of LCES programs.
Conclusions
Since significant differences existed in the scale means for the four primary 
variables (scale means) by response wave, it is concluded that the responses do not 
represent the population of legislators. Therefore, all conclusions apply only to the 
respondents.
Research Question 1
Research question one was designed to determine the demographic 
characteristics of legislators. Most legislators are white, male Democrats between 40 
and 60 years old, and they have served in the legislature for less than eight years. They 
represent districts that are either rural or partially rural and they are likely to be an 
attorney, in general business, in real estate/insurance, or agribusiness.
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Research Question 2
Research question two determined familiarity with program areas of LCES.
The legislators are familiar with LCES and are most familiar with the 4-H, agriculture, 
and home economics programs.
Research Question 3
Research question three determined the perception by legislators o f the 
effectiveness of selected LCES programs. Legislators perceive that LCES programs 
are effective. The agriculture and 4-H programs are perceived as very effective by the 
legislators and home economics, community development and leadership, fisheries and 
EFNEP are perceived as effective.
Research Question 4
Research question four was designed to determine what sources of information 
have influenced legislators' perceptions. LCES printed information is the most effective 
information source that informs legislators about the LCES. Personal contacts, 
newsletters, and newspaper articles are effective tools for informing legislators about 
LCES.
Research Question 5
Research question five was designed to determine legislators' participation in 
LCES programs. Legislators participate in a wide variety of LCES programs, with 
strongest participation in 4-H youth and livestock show programs.
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Research Question 6
Research question six determined there are differences in legislators' familiarity 
with LCES programs, perception of effectiveness of LCES programs, exposure to 
LCES information sources, and participation in LCES activities by selected 
characteristics: legislative position, gender, legislative committee assignment, and party 
affiliation. Democrats and members of the Agriculture Committees are more familiar 
with LCES programs than Republicans and those not on the Agriculture Committees. 
Democrats and members of the Agriculture Committees are more often exposed to 
LCES information sources and perceive LCES programs as more effective than 
Republicans and those legislators not on the Agriculture Committees. Legislators who 
serve on the Agriculture Committees are more likely to participate in LCES programs 
than those legislators not on the Agriculture Committees.
Legislators from towns (population up to 9,999), rural non-farm, and rural farm 
are more familiar with LCES than legislators whose place of residence is in cities 
(population 50,000 and over). Legislators from towns (population up to 9,999), rural 
non farm, and rural farm are more exposed to LCES information sources than 
legislators whose place of residence is cities (population 50,000 and over). Legislators 
from rural non-farm towns (population up to 9,999) perceived LCES programs as 
effective more than legislators from cities (population 50,000 and over).
Legislators who describe their districts as rural/suburban, rural/urban, and rural 
are more familiar with LCES programs than legislators whose districts are described as
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suburban and urban. Legislators whose district descriptions are rural/suburban, 
rural/urban, and rural are more likely to be exposed to LCES information sources than 
legislators whose district descriptions are urban and suburban/urban. Legislators 
whose district descriptions are rural/suburban, rural/urban, and rural perceive LCES as 
more effective than legislators whose district descriptions are urban and 
suburban/urban. Rural legislators participate in LCES activities more than legislators 
whose district descriptions include rural/suburban, suburban, suburban/urban, and 
urban.
Legislators whose occupations are retired, educator, and business (agricultural) 
are more familiar with LCES programs than legislators whose occupations are real 
estate/insurance, attorney, and business (non-agricultural). Legislators whose 
occupations are retired, educator, and business (agricultural) are exposed more to 
LCES information sources than legislators whose occupations are real estate/insurance 
and attorney. Legislators whose occupations are business (agricultural), education, and 
retired participate more often in LCES programs than legislators whose occupations 
are business (non-agricultural), real estate/insurance, attorney, and "other".
Research Question 7
Research question seven determined if significant correlations existed between 
two variables, legislators' age and years of service, and legislative familiarity with LCES 
programs, perception of the effectiveness of LCES programs, exposure to LCES 
information sources, and participation in LCES activities. No relationship exists
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between legislators' age and years o f service and their familiarity with LCES programs, 
perception of effectiveness of LCES programs, exposure to LCES information sources, 
and their participation in LCES programs.
Research Question 8
Research question eight determined if selected characteristics explained a 
significant proportion of the variance in legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, 
perception of the effectiveness o f LCES programs, exposure to LCES information 
sources, and participation in LCES activities. Party affiliation is the best predictor of 
legislators' familiarity with LCES programs. Description of residence, the other 
variable explained an additional variance in familiarity. Agriculture Committee 
membership is the best predictor o f legislators' perception of effectiveness o f LCES 
programs. Other variables explaining additional variance include: years in the House, 
and years in the Senate. Agriculture Committee membership is the best predictor o f the 
variance in legislators' exposure to LCES information sources. Other variables that 
explain variance include: party affiliation and description of residence. Age is the best 
predictor of the variance in legislators' participation in LCES programs. Agriculture 
Committee membership is the other variable that explains additional variance.
Research Question 9
Research question nine determined if a relationship existed between legislators' 
familiarity with selected LCES programs and their perceptions of effectiveness of those 
programs. There is a moderate relationship between legislators' familiarity with
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agriculture, fisheries, home economics, and leadership programs and legislators’ 
perception o f the effectiveness of LCES programs. Low relationships exist between 
legislators' familiarity with 4-H youth programs and EFNEP and legislators' perception 
o f the effectiveness of LCES programs.
Research Question 10
Research question ten determined the relationship between legislators' exposure 
to selected LCES information sources and effectiveness of LCES programs.
Legislators exposed to information on LCES programs through phone calls to LCES 
offices, personal contacts, printed information, constituent group contacts, contacts 
with legislative aides, attendance at LCES programs, visits to local LCES offices, and 
family experiences have a higher perception of the effectiveness of LCES programs 
than those who were not exposed to those information sources. Little if any 
relationship exists between legislators' exposure to the LSU Agricultural Center video 
and their perception of the effectiveness of LCES programs.
Recommendations
This section includes recommendations derived from the findings of the study, 
recommendations for further study, and recommendations for LCES marketing 
strategies.
Recommendations Derived from the Findings
1. LCES should initiate a program designed to strengthen and improve the image
of the LCES held by legislators. An effort must be made to help both rural and urban
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
112
legislators understand the mission and programs o f LCES, with special emphasis on 
urban legislators.
2. LCES staff must continue to invite legislators to attend and participate in 
programs and activities to gain first-hand information about LCES. There needs to be 
a greater use of printed information and personal contacts as a means o f improving 
communications with legislators.
3. The legislators' responses indicated that party affiliation and membership on 
Agriculture Committees were related to perceptions o f LCES. The influence produced 
by these variables should be kept in mind in planning and developing new programs.
4. LCES staff should be encouraged to maintain personal contacts with legislators 
and contacts with legislative aides. Legislators should be specifically invited to visit 
LCES offices and to participate in LCES programs.
Recommendations for Further Study
1. Additional research should be conducted to determine what patterns of contacts 
are appropriate to maintain adequate levels of familiarity with LCES programs.
2. Studies on LCES clientele's familiarity, perceptions of effectiveness, exposure 
to information sources and participation in LCES activities should be conducted. Such 
studies by crop, geographic area, school-age children and their parents, homeowners, 
homemakers, age, and gender could provide useful information in designing and 
presenting programs that are useful to LCES clientele.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
113
3. The "internet" has revolutionized the types and amount o f information that is 
instantly available to the public. LCES should determine how it can best use this new 
tool and other emerging technologies and prepare its staff to make effective use of such 
computer technology.
4. With budget pressures increasing, more emphasis on local funding o f LCES 
programs is likely. Studies should be conducted o f local officials' familiarity, 
perceptions of effectiveness, exposure to information sources, and participation in 
LCES activities. Such studies could be "localized" by city, parish, groups of parishes, 
or cropping areas.
5. Marketing research should be conducted to determine the most effective ways 
for LCES to use various information sources to market its programs to potential 
clientele.
6. Research should be conducted to determine the elements (content, timing, 
personalities, pictures, action, etc.) of stories on LCES programs that gain the attention 
of members of the news media, selected sub-groups o f the general public, and public 
officials.
7. LCES should investigate the use of a "clipping service" for a selected period of 
time to determine the frequency, length, and basis (how the news media got the story) 
o f news stories on LCES programs in newspapers, magazines, radio, and television. 
Research could be conducted to see if correlations exist between such coverage and
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public familiarity with LCES programs, perceptions about the effectiveness of LCES 
programs, and participation in LCES programs.
8. Research should be conducted to determine if correlations exist between 
legislators' familiarity with LCES programs, information sources on LCES programs, 
perception o f the effectiveness of LCES programs, participation in LCES programs and 
legislators' votes on issues specifically affecting LCES and/or LCES programs.
9. Further studies should investigate if relationships exist between legislators' 
familiarity with LCES programs, information sources on LCES programs, perception 
of the effectiveness of LCES programs, and participation in LCES programs and other 
variables which may have an impact on legislators' perception. Possible variables to 
study may include: legislators' secondary occupations and income sources; occupations 
of legislators' immediate family members; legislators' and spouses' income level; 
number, age, sex, and school grade level of legislators' children and grandchildren; 
legislators' marital status; participation in 4-H Club activities by legislators' children and 
grandchildren; characteristics of legislators' campaign contributors; legislators' 
membership in (and voting record scores from) civic, professional, and interest group 
organizations.
10. LCES and the LSU Agricultural Center should investigate ways to more 
effectively expose legislators to the Agricultural Center video, "Taking the University 
to the People".
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Recommendations for Marketing Strategies
1. The research indicated a need to initiate a program designed to strengthen and 
improve the image o f the LCES, especially for legislators representing urban and 
suburban districts.
2. LCES faculty should invite legislators to attend and participate in LCES 
programs and activities to gain first-hand information about LCES's programs.
Personal contacts with legislators should be encouraged as a means o f improving 
communications.
3. LCES should keep legislators informed about what the organization is doing, 
how it is doing it, and what it could be doing by involving legislators in advisory 
committee meetings.
4. An annual report should be prepared and given to all legislators concerning the 
activities, impacts, and accomplishments of the LCES in their respective districts. 
Legislators should be placed on all LCES newsletter mailing lists that are sent to LCES 
clients in their districts.
5. LCES should strive to increase legislators' familiarity of home economics, 
EFNEP, and fisheries programs by inviting legislators to attend workshops and 
programs conducted in these areas.
6. Agents must make a conscious effort to learn about their legislators, their major 
issues of concern, their committee assignments, and which LCES clientele groups have 
credibility with them.
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7. LCES clientele who make legislative contacts should be provided with current 
information on all LCES programs so they can better explain the organization and its 
functions to legislators.
8. LCES faculty should be encouraged to take advantage of free mass media 
(television, radio, newspapers, and other periodicals) to educate and inform their 
clientele and the general public about LCES programs. Communications agents should 
be available in each district, and all agents should be encouraged to actively seek the 
advice and assistance of LCES communications staff in making effective use of free 
media exposure.
9. Epsilon Sigma Phi presents an annual "Friend of Extension" award. 
Consideration should be given to either presenting the award to legislators or other 
state officials who are supportive o f LCES, or creating a new award specifically aimed 
toward recognizing public officials for their support o f LCES programs. Similar local 
awards should be encouraged. This will present an opportunity for recognition and 
publicity for LCES, its programs, and those who support them.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Dr. Rosalie Biven DATE: November 25, 1996
FROM: Pam Hodson
RE: Review of Survey Instrument
In order to ensure that a survey instrument is valid and reliable, review by a 
panel of experts is vital.
I am requesting about 15 minutes of your time to review the enclosed survey 
instrument to be used in my study. The purpose of the study is to determine 
the perceptions that the members of the 1997 Legislature hold of the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. The study will be conducted by 
LCES personnel doing face-to-face interviews in January of 1997.
A self-addressed, stamped envelope is included, kindly return the survey 
instrument with your comments at your earliest convenience. Feel free to call 
me about it at (504) 893-4449 or fax me at (504) 893-6269.
Thank you for your time and effort on this matter.
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FAX MEMORANDUM
TO: DATE: JANUARY 6, 1997
FROM: PAM HODSON
EXTENSION COMMUNICATIONS AGENT 
LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE
RE: FIELD TESTING OF LEGISLATOR SURVEY
Earlier, I spoke with your secretary regarding a study I am doing for my Ph.D. 
dissertation. My study will seek to determine the perceptions that legislators 
have of the Extension Service and the sources of information that they have 
for their knowledge of Extension activities. I need to "field-test" my 
questionaire with a few former legislators to check its clarity and 
effectiveness.
I would deeply appreciate your taking a few minutes to look over the attached 
questionaire to see if it is clear and if it has any "bugs" that you think should 
be addressed. Our plan is for an Extension agent in the Legislator's district to 
visit with the Legislator, leaving the questionaire to be filled out. The agent 
would pick up the questionaire the next day. We visualize the questionaire 
taking no more than 15 minutes to fill out.
Your input will be deeply appreciated. Please feel free to make whatever 
comments you choose - whether critical or supportive. We want to make the 
questionaire as effective as possible, and your input will help us do so.
Please feel free to call or fax me at the numbers on the cover sheet with your 
remarks or questions, or you can mail them to me at the address listed on the 
cover sheet.
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A gricultural C enter
Louisians Cooperative Extension Service
Louisiana State University
O ffice  o t  ih e  V ice C h an cellor an d  Director
Ua*ng Aoore&s P O 8o*2St00 
Baton Rouge LA 70894 5t00
July 1. 1997
On*ce J Norman Efrerson nan 
LSU Agricultural Center 
(S04» 388 6063 
Fa* (SO* i 368*4225
MISCELLANEOUS CIRCULAR LETTER NO. 17
TO: Selected Parish Chairmen
RE: Participation in Legislative Survey
Louisiana State Legislators play an important role in the success of Extension Service 
programs. They represent the interests and needs of their constituents and determine the 
parameters within which we provide services through their budget and policy decisions. An 
important research study is now underway to determine the perceptions Legislators have of
us valuable information that can be used to help us better design and target our programs and 
the ways that we make them known to the public and to policy makers.
I request that you help collect this important information. Enclosed is a list o f legislators) that 
you or one o f the agents in your parish is to contact, one questionnaire (with an attached 
personalized cover memo) for each o f the legislators to fill out, and one postage paid envelope 
for each questionnaire for you to use to mail the completed questionnaire(s) back to Dr. Joe 
Kotrlik.
This will be an opportunity for you (or one o f your agents) to visit with legislators and become 
better acquainted. This study is important to the Extension Service, so I urge vou to 
immediately take the following steps:
*»£ lCuiSjama COOPERATIVE Extension SERwCE p«OviCES EOua*. opportunities •* PROGRAMS ano Employment lOuiSuna s ta te  university anO
I H  COLLEGE LOUISIANA PAR1SM GOVERNING B O O ies SOUTn£Rn  u n iv e r s it y  ANO UNITEO STATES d e p a r t m e n t  o p  AGRICULTURE COOPERATING
Extension Service programs and how they leam about such programs. This study will provide
A State Partner in tne Cooperative Extension System
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1) Decide whether you or an agent designated by  you will call on the Legislators). I f  
m ore than one Legislator is involved, you may want to assign more than one agent to this 
p ro jec t
2) Put together an impact statement on  Extension program s in your parish along with other 
inform ation that you feel may interest the legislator.
3) Call the Legislators) and set up an  appointment to personally visit with him/her. Tell 
the legislator that the meeting is about an important study and that you will be asking that they 
spend about 10 minutes to fill out a  questionnaire. Tell them  that your meeting will only take 
a  few  minutes. Em phasize th a t th e ir  ind iv idual responses will be held confidential bv th e  
re se a rc h e r involved and  will n o t be released e ith e r to  th e  public  o r  to Extension Service 
a d m in is tra to rs . Each questionnaire will be numbered and grouped with other questionnaires 
for analysis purposes only.
4) M eet with the Legislators). Point out to the Legislator that this is an important study 
and that his/her participation is essential to the success and usefulness o f  the study. We are 
trying to find out their perceptions o f  the effectiveness o f  Extension programs for their 
constituents and how they find out about Extension programs. Ask them to take about 10 
m inutes to fill out the questionnaire while you wait. Do n o t discuss o r  explain the Extension 
p ro g ram s to  th e  Legislator w hile th e  q uestionnaire  is being com pleted. Have the Legislator 
place the questionnaire in the enclosed return envelope and seal it before it is given back to 
you. Once the questionnaire is completed, thank the Legislator and leave your "Impact 
Statement" on local Extension programs and any other material you feel may be informative 
and useful to the Legislator. You m ay also wish to use this time to tell the Legislator about 
program s you have coming up. Be b rie f, how ever, since th e re  a re  stro n g  dem ands on th e ir  
tim e.
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5) Immediately after your meeting w ith the Legislator, mail the questionnaire sealed in the 
enclosed return envelope to Dr. Joe Kotrlik.
As we urge you to point out to the Legislators, individual questionnaires will be held 
confidential by the researcher. T h is assu res confidentiality fo r th e  L eg isla to rs, b u t it also 
provides assu rance  to vou th a t  th e  in fo rm ation  will not be used to ev a lu a te  ind iv idual 
agents o r parishes.
This study will provide im portant and useful information to the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service. Your cooperation is important to its successful and tim ely completion. 
Please have envelopes m ailed bv  A ugust 1st.
Sincerely,
Jack L. Bagent
Vice Chancellor and Director
JLB/ph
Attachment
c: Chancellor William B. Richardson
Dr. Leo Guedry 
Dr. C lint Depew
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LSU AGRICULTURAL CENTER 
LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE SURVEY
1. How many years o f  service do you have as 3. Do you consider your district to be: 
a Louisiana legislator?_____________________________ ____ Rural
 Rural/Suburban
 House o f  Representatives ____ Rural/Urban
 Senate ____ Suburban
 Total ____ Suburban/Urban
 Urban
2. Which o f the following best describes your
place o f residence? 4. What is your primary occupation/profession
(e.g. attorney, farmer, etc.) in addition to your role
 Rural, farm in the legislature?
 Rural, non-farm
 Town up to 9,999 in pop. ________________________________
 City, 10,000 - 49,999 pop.
 City, 50,000 and over pop.
5. How familiar are you with the LSU Agricultural Center, the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
and Extension Service Programs (use a check ( * ) to indicate your familiarity):
Scale: 1 - Unfamiliar
2 - Slightly Familiar
3 • Somewhat Familiar
4 - Familiar















The LSU Agricultural Center
The Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Programs




Expanded Food and Nutrition 
Programs (EFNEP)
Community and Agricultural 
Leadership Development
Fisheries Programs
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6. For those Extension Programs Areas listed below with which you are familiar, please indicate with a 
check ( * )the extent to which these programs meet the needs o f  your constituents:
Scale: 0 - Not Familiar
1 - Ineffective
2 - Slightly Effective
3 - Effective
4 - Very Effective






















Extension 4-H Youth 
Programs
Extension Home Economics 
Programs
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7. In the past year, how often have you been exposed to each o f the following:
Scale: 1 - No Exposure
2 - Some Exposure
3 - Moderate Exposure
4 - Frequent Exposure

















Programs or news stories 
mentioning Extension Service on 
radio
Programs or news stories 
mentioning Extension Service on 
TV
Newspaper articles mentioning 
Extension Service or written by 
Extension Service Agents
Newsletters written by Extension 
Service Agents
Personal contacts from Extension 
Service Agents
Family members and 
aquaintances who had 
experiences with Extension 
Service programs
Contacts with legislative aides 
with experiences with Extension 
Service programs
Printed information provided by 
Extension Service Agents
Visit(s) to local Extension 
Service Offices
Extension Service program(s)
LSU Agricultural Center video 
Taking the University to the 
People"
Phone calls to Extension Service 
Agents' office
Contacts regarding Extension 
Service t>rogram(s) by constituent 
groups
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8. Have you viewed or participated in any of the following Extension activities in the last year? Check 
( * ) the responses that are appropriate.
Program Area Yes No




4-H Youth Development Activities
4-H Livestock Shows
Leadership Seminars





9. I welcome any comments you may have regarding the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as it 
relates to your district or the state and your perception o f  its present and future roles.
Dr. Kotrlik will remove this number.
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r iJ  A gricultural C en ter
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Louisiana State University
O ffice  o f  th e  V ice C h a n cello r  a n d  D irector
Uaibng AOdr*s$ P O Bo* 25100 
Baton Rouge. LA 7069*-5’00
Oft** J  Norman Efiarson Ha* 
LSU Agricultural Canter 
(504) 380 6063 
Fa* (504) 388 4225
MEMORANDUM
TO: Representative DATE: July 1, 1997
FROM: Dr. Jack Bagent
RE: Your Participation in this Study is Important to Your Constituents
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service constantly seeks to improve the programs it 
provides to Louisiana citizens and how we make them known to those who need them. 
Realizing your time is valuable, I request that you take about ten minutes to complete the 
attached questionnaire, seal it in the attached envelope, and give it to the Extension agent to 
mail it to Dr. Joe Kotrlik. Dr. Kotrlik is a faculty member of the LSU School of Vocational 
Education. He will mark your name and remove the code number from the survey to protect 
your identity.
This study is being conducted by an LSU graduate student and will provide valuable and useful 
information in helping us meet our goals. Y our individual responses will be kent 
confidential by the researcher, and will be grouped with other responses for analytical 
purposes. Your individual responses will not be released to the public or to Extension Service 
administrators. AH individual questionnaires will be destroyed after completion o f the study. 
This study will provide valuable information on legislator’s perceptions about the effectiveness 
o f Extension programs for constituents and how information on such programs is obtained. 
Your candid responses to the questions will be extremely useful in analyzing our programs and 
how we let people know about them. We will deeply appreciate your cooperation in this study.
Th £  LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE PROVIOES EO U A i OPPORTUNITIES IN PROGRAMS a n o  EMPLOYMENT LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY ANO 
A  A 4 U  COLLEGE LOUISIANA PARISH GOVERNING BOOIES SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY a n O UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT O P AGRICULTURE COOPERATING  
A Slate Partner in the Cooperative Extension System
Sincerely,
Jack L. Bagent
Vice Chancellor and Director
JLB/ph
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Louisians Cooperative Extension Service
O ffice o f th e  V ice C h a n cello r  a n d  Director
July 30,1997 uaeng Adoress- P  O Bo* 25100Baton Rouge. LA 70894.5100
Offace J  Norman Eftenon Hafl 
LSU AgncuOu*af Comor (504? 394 6063 
fax  (504) 399-4225
MISCELLANEOUS CIRCULAR LETTER NO. 25
TO: Selected Parish Chairs
RE: Completion of Legislative Survey
In Miscellaneous Circular Letter 17, dated July 1, 1997, I urged you to visit or have 
agent(s) designated by you visit with state legislators in your parish to collect certain survey data. 
Surveys, memos to the legislators, and return envelopes were attached. This survey is part o f an
important study to determine a perception that legislators have of the Extension Service and how 
they get their information about the Extension Service.
As this study was being developed, I came to the opinion that Extension agents should 
personally visit with the legislators to deliver and pick up the questionnaire. This would provide 
a prime opportunity to meet the legislators, leave information with them about our programs, and 
to demonstrate to them that we value their views about how Extension programs work and serve 
their constituents.
As o f August 1, the deadline for mailing back the surveys, many of the survey forms have 
not yet been returned to Dr. Kotrlik. Please complete this task as soon as possible. I cannot 
overemphasize the following three points: 1) This study is very important; 2) Extension agents 
should welcome this opportunity to meet with legislators in their districts; and 3) Completion o f 
these surveys as soon as possible should be top priority.
Please complete the attached questionnaire and fax it to me by August 8. Your 
cooperation on this matter is important.
TMC LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE P flO V C ES EOUAL. OPPORTUNITIES M  PROGRAMS ANO EMPLOYMENT LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND 
A * I U  COLLEGE. LOUISIANA PAAiS m  GOvERNM G  BOOtES SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY ANO UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OP AGRCULTURE COOPCRATMG
a  S u i t  P tnn trm  (ft* Coopartuv E ittnston  Systtm
Sincerely,
xack L. Bagent
Vice Chancellor and Director
JLB/vbc
Attachment
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QUESTIONAIRE ON LEGISLATIVE SURVEY PARTICIPATION
NAME OF PARISH CHAIRMAN_________________________________
How many Legislators were you and your agents assigned to visit? ________
How many survey forms have been mailed back to Dr. Kotrlik? ________
O f those Legislators that have not yet completed the survey, how many have you or
your agents made appointments with? ________
When will the remaining survey forms be mailed to Dr. Kotrlik? __________
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L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v  e r s i t  y




Representative , I need your help! One o f  my Ph.D. students, Pam Hodson, is
conducting a study of legislators’ perceptions of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. 
Although this type of study has been conducted in other states and a similar study was conducted 
in Louisiana 20 years ago, this study is very unique because the quality o f this study far exceeds 
the quality of any previous study and because she has already aclueved a good response rate 76% 
which is over twice the response rate achieved by any previous study. The results o f this study 
will be used by the Extension Service as they plan and conduct programs for your constituents.
Why does Pam need your help? You are one of the legislators who have not returned your 
questionnaire. For this study to be considered of the highest quality by the national research 
community and her Ph.D. committee (which is very important to any Ph.D. student!), it is critical 
that Pam receive responses from every member of the 1997 Louisiana Legislature. I have never 
written a letter like this in 19 years o f  guiding graduate student research at LSU, however, this is 
a very special situation and I felt that Pam deserved this effort on my part.
I hope that you will take a few minutes to help Pam with her study to complete and return the 
enclosed questionnaire directly to me. I have enclosed a stamped, self-addressed envelope for 
your use. When I receive your completed questionnaire, I will remove the code number and 
forward the questionnaire to Pam. I guarantee that there is no chance vour name or any 
information that could identify you will ever show uo in her dissertation or in any other place.
Thank you for your time and I hope you will help Pam with her study. If you wish to call and talk 
to me directly, my phone number is (504) 388-5753 and my e-mail address is (If you mailed this 
questionnaire within the last week, thanks! Otherwise, please do so by Friday, September 19.)
Sincerely,
Joe W. Kotrlik, Ph.D 
Professor
Enclosures (2)
A d u l t ,  ( i f r m i o n .  a n d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  ( t f u c o f i o n  •  A g r i c u l t u r a l  e d u c a t i o n  •  I w i i n r u  e d u c a t i o n  •  C a r t e r  D e v e l o p m e n t  •  
f o m t t r a n d  C o n t u m e r  S c i e n c e !  e d u c a t i o n  •  I n d u t t n o l  e d u c a t i o n  •  T r a i n i n g  a n d  D e v e l o p m e n t  •  C o m p r e t i e n i i v e  V o c a t i o n a l  e d u c a t i o n
B a t o n  l o u g e  •  I  o u m a n a  •  T 0 i 0 l - i 4  7 7  • S O e / i t t - S t i t  •  FAX  J 0 4 / J # * J 7 5 J
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Pamela Burgess Hodson is a native of Louisiana and graduated from St. Mary's 
Dominican High School in New Orleans in 1968. She graduated from St. Mary’s 
Dominican College in 1972, receiving a Bachelor of Science Degree in Vocational 
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